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Money Services Business - The term "money services business" includes any person doing 
business, whether or not on a regular basis or as an organized business concern, in one or 
more of the following capacities: 

(1) Currency dealer or exchanger. 
(2) Check casher. 
(3) Issuer of traveler's checks, money orders or stored value. 
(4) Seller or redeemer of traveler's checks, money orders or stored value. 
(5) Money transmitter.
(6) U.S. Postal Service. 

An activity threshold of greater than $1,000 per person per day in one or more transactions 
applies to the definitions of: currency dealer or exchanger; check casher; issuer of traveler's 
checks, money orders or stored value; and seller or redeemer of travelers' checks, money 
orders or stored value. The threshold applies separately to each activity -- if the threshold is 
not met for the specific activity, the person engaged in that activity is not an MSB on the basis 
of that activity. 

No activity threshold applies to the definition of money transmitter. Thus, a person who 
engages as a business in the transfer of funds is an MSB as a money transmitter, regardless 
of the amount of money transmission activity. 

Notwithstanding the previous discussion, the term "money services business" does not 
include:

� A bank, as that term is defined in 31 CFR 1010.100(d) (formerly 31 CFR 103.11(c)), 
or 

� A person registered with, and regulated or examined by, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission or the Commodity Futures Trading Commission. 

For the complete regulatory definition of "money services business", see 31 CFR 1010.100(ff) 
(formerly 31 CFR 103.11(uu)).

Note: Each money services business (MSB) is a financial institution. For the regulatory 
definition of "financial institution," see 31 CFR 1010.100(t) (formerly 31 CFR 103.11(n)).

Page 1 of 1Definition: Money Services Business
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Preface: Implementing the Dodd-Frank Act

The Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-

tem (the Board) is responsible for implementing

numerous provisions of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street

Reform and Consumer Protection Act of 2010

(Dodd-Frank Act). The Dodd-Frank Act requires,

among other things, that the Board produce reports

to the Congress on a number of potential reform

topics.

See the Board’s website for an overview of the Dodd-

Frank Act regulatory reform effort (www

.federalreserve.gov/newsevents/reform_about.htm)

and a list of the implementation initiatives recently

completed by the Board as well as several of the most

significant initiatives that the Board expects to

address in the future (www.federalreserve.gov/

newsevents/reform_milestones.htm).

i
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Report to the Congress on the Use of the
Automated Clearinghouse System for
Remittance Transfers to Foreign Countries

Executive Summary

Section 1073 of the Dodd-Frank Act directs the

Board to provide biennial reports to the Congress for

10 years covering (1) the status of the automated

clearinghouse (ACH) system as well as the Board’s

progress in complying with the requirements of sec-

tion 1073(b) of the act, which directs the Board to

work with the Federal Reserve Banks (Reserve

Banks) and the Department of the Treasury to

expand the use of the ACH system and other pay-

ment mechanisms for remittance transfers to foreign

countries, and (2) an analysis of adoption rates of

international ACH transfer rules and formats, the

efficacy of increasing adoption rates, and potential

recommendations to increase adoption.1 The Board

worked with the Reserve Banks and the U.S. Trea-

sury to develop this report.

This first report is intended to provide a baseline by

giving a brief overview of remittance transfers and

the methods available to transmit these payments,

with a specific focus on the ACH network. The

report discusses the ACH system and outlines the

legal and regulatory framework and formats relevant

for international ACH transfers. The report also

explains in detail the Reserve Banks’ international

ACH service, called FedGlobal ACH Payments (Fed-

Global), and describes some of the lessons learned

from establishing this service and potential recom-

mendations.2

International ACH transfers are still a relatively new

phenomenon for depository institutions and their

customers.3 Most U.S. depository institutions process

international wire transfers or checks on behalf of

their customers. Consumers also often use nonbank

money transmitters rather than depository institu-

tions for sending remittance transfers. Thus, neither

the supply nor the demand side has extensive experi-

ence with international ACH transfers.

Over the past 12 years of providing FedGlobal ser-

vices, the Reserve Banks have gained a better under-

standing of the associated challenges and complexi-

ties associated with regulatory compliance, format

conversions between countries, the business case for

depository institutions, marketing, education, and

the needs of the unbanked. The Reserve Banks have

implemented changes to address some of these issues,

such as adding an option to send remittance transfers

to receivers without deposit accounts at depository

institutions (referred to as account-to-receiver ser-

vices) to several potentially high-traffic destination

countries, expanding the foreign exchange conversion

options, and working with the industry to enhance

formats to assist in regulatory compliance and

develop conversion standards between domestic and

foreign payment formats. Because many of these

changes have only recently taken effect, however, it is

too soon to assess their overall impact.

In addition, the Reserve Banks intend to continue to

work on other challenges in an effort to increase

adoption of international ACH transfers. First, the

Reserve Banks plan to continue to pursue opportuni-

ties that maximize their access to multiple countries

to increase the reach of FedGlobal services. This

effort is intended to help improve the business-case

economics for depository institutions to use these

services through broader accessibility. Second, the

Reserve Banks will continue to reach out to deposi-1 Pub L. No. 111–203, 124 Stat. 2065 (2010).
2 The Reserve Banks’ Retail Payments Office centrally manages

the Reserve Banks’ check and ACH services, including the Fed-
Global service.

3 The term “depository institution” includes commercial banks,
savings institutions, or credit unions.
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tory institutions and encourage their education and

marketing to consumers. Third, the Reserve Banks

will continue to assess opportunities to deploy

account-to-receiver service offerings. Fourth, the

Federal Reserve and the U.S. Treasury will work col-

laboratively to assess and encourage the use of inter-

national ACH transfers for remittances. Lastly, the

Federal Reserve may be able to facilitate additional

dialogue with depository institutions with respect to

the risks and compliance requirements for sending

and receiving international ACH transfers.

Background

A remittance transfer under section 919(g)(2) of the

Electronic Fund Transfer Act (EFTA), as amended

by section 1073 of the Dodd-Frank Act, includes an

electronic transfer of funds requested by a consumer

located in any state to a person in a foreign country

that is initiated by a remittance transfer provider.4 As

explained in the Board’s proposed rule to implement

section 919, the statute applies to both person-to-

person and person-to-business remittance transfers.5

The majority of sources that examine remittance

transfers, however, typically exclude transactions that

are intended to support person-to-business transac-

tions and focus on person-to-person payments of

relatively low value that are intended for another

natural person.6

In practice, remittance transfers are often payments

originated by expatriates, typically workers who send

money to their families in their home countries regu-

larly. In many cases, these payments may be transmit-

ted on a regular basis. The World Bank reported that,

in 2010, worldwide remittance flows exceeded

$440 billion, primarily by many of the 215 million

international migrants. From that amount, recipients

in developing countries received $325 billion, which

represents a 6 percent increase from the 2009 level.7

However, the total value of remittance transfers,

including unrecorded flows through formal and

informal channels, is believed to be significantly

larger. The World Bank estimates that recorded

remittances have been nearly three times the amount

of official aid and almost as large as foreign direct

investment flows to developing countries. Figure 1

shows the top 10 countries where remittance recipi-

ents are located, and figure 2 shows the top 10 coun-

tries where remittances are originated.

As one of the most important destinations of global

migration, the United States is the largest estimated

source of international remittances. The opportunity

to send or bring remittances home is one of the

important motivations for migration. Figure 3 shows

the top U.S. migration corridors based upon the

number of migrants.

4 EFTA section 919(g)(2) defines “remittance transfer provider”
to mean any person or financial institution that provides remit-
tance transfers to a consumer in the normal course of its busi-
ness, whether or not the consumer holds an account with such
person or financial institution. EFTA section 903(8) defines
“financial institution” to mean a bank, savings institution, or
credit union, or any other person that directly or indirectly
holds an account belonging to a consumer.

5 See 76 FR 29954 (May 23, 2011), proposed commentary to sec-
tion 205.30(c).

6 The International Monetary Fund collaborated recently with
the World Bank and a select group of compilers from 16 coun-
tries around the world (Luxembourg Group) to unify the meth-
odology and compilation of data on remittances, which resulted
in the preparation of the International Transactions in Remit-
tances: Guide for Compilers and Users (RCG). The RCG was
officially released in June 2009 and is available at www.imf.org/
external/np/sta/bop/2008/rcg/pdf/guide.pdf.

7 World Bank (2011),Migration and Remittances Factbook 2011,
2nd ed. (Washington, DC: World Bank), http://siteresources
.worldbank.org/INTLAC/Resources/Factbook2011-Ebook.pdf.
The World Bank includes cash and in-kind transfers, earnings
of temporary workers, and other transactions in its calculations.

Figure 1. Top remittance-receiving countries, 2010

Source: World Bank,Migration and Factbook 2011.
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The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) estimates

that migrants’ remittances originating from the

United States totaled about $48 billion in 2009.8

Nearly $38 billion of that amount was personal

transfers by foreign-born residents of the United

States to households abroad. The balance, about

$10 billion, reflected the compensation of employees

who were in the United States for less than one year.

For 2009, the BEA estimates that about two-thirds of

remittance transfers went to countries in the Western

Hemisphere, one-quarter went to countries in Asia

and the Pacific, and the rest went to countries in

Europe and Africa.9

The corridors of migration and value of remittance

flows by country can provide helpful data in assess-

ing possible remittance transfer opportunities for

ACH.10 In fact, the Reserve Banks recently launched

a new service that encompasses the largest migration

corridor, Mexico, and one other from the top list of

migration corridors, El Salvador. The service specifi-

cally targets remittance transfers as an account-to-

receiver service to Mexico and other Latin American

countries.11 This service has taken years to develop

and implement. Establishing viable services to sup-

port remittances can be complex and challenging,

especially when formal and informal channels already

exist and the migrant population has historically not

used depository institutions for remittance transfers

or other basic banking functions.

Methods for Sending Remittance Transfers

U.S. consumers have a number of possible channels

for sending remittance transfers, and the method

chosen may depend on a variety of factors, including

convenience and access, destination country availabil-

ity, and sender’s and recipient’s access to deposit

accounts at depository institutions.

8 The phrase used by BEA is “gross outflows of personal trans-
fers by foreign-born residents in the United States to house-
holds abroad plus gross outflows of compensation of
employees.”

9 Congressional Budget Office (2011),Migrants’ Remittances and
Related Economic Flows (Washington, DC: CBO, February),
www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/120xx/doc12053/02-24-Remittances_
chartbook.pdf.

10 The Pew Hispanic Center’s recent report, U.S. Hispanic
Country-of-Origin Counts for Nation, Top 30 Metropolitan Areas
(http://pewhispanic.org/reports/report.php?ReportID=142),
states that Hispanics of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban ori-

gin or descent remain the nation’s three largest Hispanic
country-of-origin groups, according to the 2010 U.S. Census.
However, according to the 2010 U.S. Census, the Salvadoran,
Dominican, Guatemalan, and Colombian Hispanic subgroups
were the fastest growing subgroups during the past decade. The
Reserve Banks’ FedGlobal service offering includes remittance
transfers to Colombia, El Salvador, and Guatemala.

11 For Mexico, the Reserve Banks also have an international ACH
service that transfers funds between deposit accounts at deposi-
tory institutions (referred to as account-to-account ser-
vices) from the United States to Mexico. The account-to-
account service for Mexico was launched in 2003 for govern-
ment payments and in 2004 for commercial payments.

Figure 3. Top migration corridors, 2010

Source: World Bank,Migration and Factbook 2011.

Figure 2. Top remittance-sending countries, 2010

Source: World Bank,Migration and Factbook 2011.
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Historically, consumers have largely chosen to send

remittance transfers through money transmitters. A

money transmitter engages in the transmission of

funds domestically or internationally outside of con-

ventional depository institutions.12 Money transmit-

ters can be used for payments to some businesses as

well as for money transfers to individuals. They

include networks such as Western Union and Mon-

eyGram, Internet payment systems such as PayPal,

and other electronic systems that engage in the busi-

ness of transmitting funds.13

Money transmitters commonly facilitate the trans-

mission of money through brick-and-mortar agent

locations, by telephone, or through an Internet web-

site. A money transmitter may operate through its

own office or through an agent, such as a grocery

store or neighborhood convenience store, in locations

that are heavily populated by migrants. By acting

through retail store locations, money transmitters

often have extensive collection and distribution net-

works in the countries in which they operate. Money

transmitters usually price the transfer based on both

the locations of the sender and receiver and the

amount of the payment. The transfers are generally

referred to as cash-to-cash remittances.

Although less common, individuals may also send

remittance transfers using services provided by

depository institutions, primarily through interna-

tional wire transfers.14 A wire transfer is an available

option when both the sender and receiver have access

to deposit accounts at depository institutions. Wire

transfer fees are usually flat fees that may vary based

on the destination country but not usually by the

amount of the transfer. Although wire transfers are

the prominent method used by depository institu-

tions to send funds internationally, more recently

depository institutions have had the option of trans-

mitting remittance transfers through the ACH sys-

tem. International ACH transfer services through

depository institutions are generally referred to as

account-to-account remittances whereby both the

originator and receiver of the transfer hold deposit

accounts at depository institutions that are debited

and credited for the transfer. However, some services

are emerging with account-to-receiver options where

the receiver does not need a deposit account at a

depository institution in the foreign country.

Automated Clearinghouse System

The ACH system is a funds transfer system that pro-

vides for the clearing and settlement of batched elec-

tronic transfers for participating depository institu-

tions. Domestically, the ACH system is primarily

governed by the rules and guidelines published by the

National Automated Clearing House Association

(NACHA).15 ACH transfers are either credit or debit

transfers, typically of relatively low value, that are

made between deposit accounts at depository institu-

tions and are either recurring or one-time transfers.16

Recurring ACH transfers typically occur on a set

schedule and are preauthorized by the individual or

entity whose account is being credited or debited.

Recurring credit transfers include payroll direct

deposit payments, while recurring debit transfers

include mortgage and other bill payments. One-time

ACH transfers are authorized at the time the pay-

ment is initiated and include consumer payments

made by check that are converted to ACH debit

transfers and consumer payments originated using

the Internet (e.g., through online banking and biller

payment sites).

12 In some cases, depository institutions have partnered with
money transmitters to offer services.

13 Western Union and MoneyGram provide consumer-to-
consumer money transfer services that enable individuals to
send money around the world through a network of approxi-
mately 445,000 and 227,000 agent locations, respectively. Both
companies reach nearly 200 countries and territories. Individu-
als can send or receive money through the following money
transfer services: in person, online, telephone, account-based, or
mobile money. PayPal was founded in 1998 and allows busi-
nesses and individuals to send and receive payments online.
Accounts can be funded or defunded using services provided by
depository institutions, such as ACH transfers and card pay-
ments. In some cases, money transmitters may also offer prod-
ucts other than traditional funds transfers to consumers as a
vehicle to deliver funds to a person located abroad. For
example, consumers may send funds to recipients abroad using
reloadable prepaid cards that can be used at an ATM or point
of sale. Additionally, other card-based products permit the
cardholder to send funds using his or her debit or credit card to
the pay-out location of the recipient.

14 A wire transfer system means a system through which an
unconditional order to a depository institution to pay a fixed or
determinable amount of money to a beneficiary upon receipt,
or on a day stated in the order, is transmitted by electronic or
other means through the network between depository institu-
tions, or on the books of a depository institution (12 CFR
233.2(cc)).

15 NACHA and its operating rules are discussed more fully later in
the report.

16 According to data from the 2010 Federal Reserve Payments
Study (www.frbservices.org/files/communications/pdf/press/
2010_payments_study.pdf), the average value of an ACH trans-
fer was $1,947 in 2009. In contrast, wires transfers are typically
high-dollar, individual (not batched) credit transactions that
settle between depository institutions immediately. Wire transfer
fees are typically higher than ACH fees for depository institu-
tions. A similar division between low-value, non-urgent batched
payment systems and a high-value, urgent credit transfer system
exists in many countries.
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The originator of an ACH transfer generally autho-

rizes its depository institution to send a payment

instruction. The depository institution combines the

payment instruction with payment instructions from

its other customers and sends them to an ACH

operator—the Reserve Banks’ FedACH or The

Clearing House’s Electronic Payments Network—for

processing.17 The ACH operator will then sort and

deliver the payment instructions to the appropriate

receiving depository institutions and complete the

interbank settlement process. The receiving deposi-

tory institutions then post the payments, either cred-

its or debits, to the receivers’ accounts. Today, almost

all depository institutions receive ACH transfers on

behalf of their customers, and nearly 87 percent of

depository institutions originate ACH transfers.

The fees charged to depository institutions for ACH

transfers may vary by ACH operator but are usually

based on a per-item fee for each transfer within the

batch. The fees charged to depository institutions do

not vary by the value of the transfer. The fees

charged to individuals or other persons sending or

receiving the ACH transfer, however, are subject to

wide variability based on the depository institutions

that originate or receive these payments.

The ACH system supports both domestic and inter-

national credit and debit transfers.18 In 2010, more

than 15 billion credit and debit transfers worth nearly

$32 trillion passed through the ACH network.19 Over

the past 10 years, the number of ACH transfers has

increased nearly 11 percent per year, although this

growth has declined significantly in recent years. A

substantial portion of the growth had been attributed

to the ability of consumers to initiate one-time pay-

ments over the telephone or Internet and the ability

of companies to convert consumer payments made

by check to ACH debits. International ACH transfers

are a very small fraction of the overall ACH network.

In 2010, the ACH operators processed more than

6 million international ACH transfers valued at

$46 billion—much less than 1 percent of the overall

ACH network volume and value.20

International ACH transfers are made through an

interface with other countries’ national payments sys-

tems. This interface between two national payments

systems is commonly accomplished through an

‘‘originating gateway operator’’ in the originator’s

country and a ‘‘receiving gateway operator’’ in the

receiver’s country. Both the originating and receiving

gateway operators are participants in their respective

national payments systems and capable of clearing

and settling payments in their respective systems. In

the United States, the gateway operator can be a

depository institution or, with the appropriate agree-

ments in place, an ACH operator.

Today, the Reserve Banks are the only U.S. ACH

operator providing gateway operator services to

other countries.21 The involvement of the Reserve

Banks in international ACH transfers dates back

over 10 years. In January 1998, the Committee on the

Federal Reserve in the Payments Mechanism issued a

report outlining observations and recommendations

based on its examination of retail payment services

provided by Reserve Banks to depository institu-

tions.22 In its report, the committee noted that the

lack of a robust cross-border payment infrastructure

could limit the potential growth of the ACH system

and that the ACH system was not well adapted to

international payments. The committee recom-

mended that the Reserve Banks enhance their infra-

structure to support cross-border ACH transfers and

17 In some cases, depository institutions have established bilateral
clearing and settlement arrangements for ACH transfers that
would not be processed by either operator.

18 Today, the Reserve Banks only offer international ACH debit
transfers outbound to Canada.

19 The 2010 ACH network volume and value figures represent
both commercial and government payments. Transfer volume
cleared and settled between a defined set of depository institu-
tions that bypasses an ACH operator is excluded. Additional
volume and value figures may be found at http://admin.nacha
.org/userfiles/File/Year-End%202010%282%29.pdf.

20 ACH operators processed 2.1 million international ACH debit
transfers and 4.1 million international ACH credit transfers in
2010 valued at $9.5 billion and $36.6 billion, respectively. Prior
to NACHA’s new SEC code for international ACH transac-
tions, many ACH transfers that were international in nature
were initiated as domestic transactions in the U.S. ACH net-
work and settled internationally through correspondent bank-
ing relationships, making it difficult to identify the international
volume.

21 The Reserve Banks process international ACH transfers
through the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, which serves as
the gateway operator. See the Reserve Banks’ Operating Circu-
lar 4 for additional information (www.frbservices.org/files/
regulations/pdf/operating_circular_4_010111.pdf).

Today, depository institutions also act as gateway operators for
their customers.

22 The committee was appointed by Chairman Greenspan in
October 1996 to examine the payment services provided by the
Reserve Banks to depository institutions in recognition of the
rapid changes occurring in the financial services and technology
sectors. The committee report, issued in January 1998, can be
found at www.federalreserve.gov/boarddocs/press/general/1998/
19980105/19980105.pdf.
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work with the industry to develop robust ACH cross-

border capabilities.23

International ACH transfers are aimed at a range of

cross-border payments. Important international

ACH transfers include government payments such as

social security and other benefit payments, business

transactions such as vendor payments, and consumer

transactions such as bill payments and remittance

transfers.24 As a batch-payment system, the ACH is

designed to carry a range of payments, supporting

high volumes and leveraging economies of scale.

The fees charged to depository institutions for inter-

national ACH transfers are typically higher, but simi-

lar in structure to domestic ACH transfers. Also

similar to domestic transfers, the fees charged by

depository institutions to customers can vary widely

and can depend on local business practices.

Legal and Regulatory Framework

Various aspects of ACH transfers are governed by

federal or state law. The Electronic Fund Transfer

Act (implemented through Regulation E, 12 CFR

205), establishes the basic rights, liabilities, and

responsibilities of consumers who use ACH credit or

ACH debit services and of financial institutions that

offer those services. The Expedited Funds Availabil-

ity Act (implemented through Regulation CC,

12 CFR 229) governs the availability of funds depos-

ited to transaction accounts through ACH credit

transfers. Article 4A of the Uniform Commercial

Code (a uniform state law) governs ACH credit

transfers that are not otherwise covered by the Elec-

tronic Fund Transfer Act (largely business-to-

business transfers). In addition, U.S. Treasury

Department rules govern all federal government

transactions through the ACH (31 CFR 210).

In addition, the rights and obligations of the partici-

pants in the U.S. ACH network are governed by a

standard set of operating rules published and main-

tained by NACHA.25 The rules apply to the partici-

pants by means of a network of agreements binding

the ACH operators, participating depository institu-

tions, and originators and receivers of ACH trans-

fers.26 The ACH operators specify in their agree-

ments with participating depository institutions that

the institutions are bound by the NACHA rules, with

certain exceptions that are specified in each opera-

tor’s agreements.27

The NACHA rules cover domestic ACH transfers

from origination to receipt. The rules also apply to

international ACH payments that are originated from

U.S. depository institutions or are delivered to U.S.

receiving institutions via the ACH network.

NACHA’s operating rules include provisions regard-

ing the format for ACH transactions; the obligations

of originators of transactions; the warranties made

by participating U.S. depository institutions; and,

subject to the requirements of the aforementioned

laws and regulations, protections for U.S. consumers

who receive transactions.

In the context of international ACH transfers, the

NACHA rules have limited application to those por-

tions of an international transaction that occur out-

side the United States. The relationship between a

U.S. gateway operator and a foreign gateway opera-

tor is structured by agreement, and the relationship

between the foreign gateway operator and the foreign

depository institutions that originate or receive inter-

national payments is governed by foreign laws and

regulations and by agreements among the foreign

entities. The payment transfer bound from a foreign

country to a deposit account in the United States

becomes subject to the NACHA rules only when the

U.S. gateway operator receives the payment and

clears it through the U.S. ACH network.

The NACHA rules establish certain requirements

that would apply to any ACH operator or depository

institution that assumes the role of a gateway opera-

23 At that time, the Federal Reserve Bank of New York had rela-
tionships with only a relatively small number of foreign central
banks and correspondent banks to process international direct
deposits for some government payments.

24 The U.S. Treasury’s Financial Management Service uses the
Reserve Banks to send and receive international payments on
behalf of U.S. government agencies and instrumentalities for
monthly recurring benefit payments, foreign payroll, vendor,
and miscellaneous payments in nearly 200 countries. The
Reserve Banks process U.S. government payments both through
FedGlobal as well as a proprietary service that specifically sup-
ports the needs of the U.S. government.

25 NACHA manages the development, administration, and gover-
nance of the ACH network for participating depository institu-
tions. Further information about NACHA, its membership, and
its rulemaking processes can be found at www.nacha.org.

26 Transfers not handled by an ACH operator may not be subject
to the NACHA rules, depending on the agreements between the
institutions that are parties to the transfer.

27 The Reserve Banks’ agreement is Operating Circular 4, which is
available at www.frbservices.org/files/regulations/pdf/operating_
circular_4_010111.pdf. For international ACH transfers, Oper-
ating Circular 4 modifies NACHA rules, in particular, regarding
the bank-to-bank warranties. The U.S. Treasury Department’s
ACH rules specify those provisions of the NACHA rules that
do not apply to government ACH transfers (31 CFR 210.2(d)).

6 Automated Clearinghouse System for Remittance Transfers to Foreign Countries | July 2011

http://www.nacha.org
www.frbservices.org/files/regulations/pdf/operating_circular_4_010111.pdf
www.frbservices.org/files/regulations/pdf/operating_circular_4_010111.pdf


tor to or from another country.28 In the case of

inbound transactions, the originating gateway opera-

tor in the foreign country receives the entry from the

originating foreign institution through a messaging

system or payment network and then transmits the

entry to the receiving gateway operator in the United

States. The receiving gateway operator then transmits

the entry to the depository institution in the United

States that holds the receiver’s account.

For outbound transactions, the process is reversed. A

U.S. depository institution transmits the entry to the

originating gateway operator in the United States,

which then transmits the entry to the receiving gate-

way operator for further transmission to the receiv-

er’s depository institution. The U.S. originating gate-

way operator warrants to the sending U.S. depository

institution and any U.S. ACH operator involved in

the entry that it has edited and processed the entry in

accordance with the NACHA rules.29

Depository institutions, like all individuals in the

United States, also must comply with the Treasury

Department’s Office of Foreign Assets Control

(OFAC) requirements.30 OFAC compliance is an

obligation of depository institutions by operation of

federal law and regulation. OFAC maintains and

regularly updates the List of Specially Designated

Nationals and Blocked Persons (SDN). All U.S. per-

sons are prohibited from dealing with the individuals

and entities appearing on the list and must block all

property of these individuals and entities that comes

into their possession.

As applied to the ACH transfer system, OFAC com-

pliance characteristically involves the use of auto-

mated information processing tools to identify trans-

actions that may involve a SDN.31 For domestic

ACH transfers, the requirement to perform due dili-

gence to ensure that the payments comply with

OFAC regulations is primarily considered the respon-

sibility of the originating depository institution with

respect to an originator and the receiving depository

institution with respect to a receiver.32 For interna-

tional ACH transfers, the burden of OFAC compli-

ance rests with the U.S. depository institution that

originates or receives the payment. For example, the

originating U.S. depository institution bears the com-

pliance burden for an outbound transaction, and the

receiving U.S. depository institution bears the com-

pliance burden for an inbound transaction.33

In addition to OFAC requirements, depository insti-

tutions that handle international payments must

operate programs to comply with laws, regulations,

best practices, and supervisory expectations centered

on anti-money-laundering, counterterrorist financ-

ing, and anti-corruption laws and policies. (See, for

example, the Bank Secrecy Act (BSA) of 1970 and

the USA Patriot Act of 2001.)34

The federal banking agencies have established and

communicated their supervisory expectations regard-

ing the BSA requirements for depository institutions’

international ACH activity in the FFIEC Bank

Secrecy Act/Anti-Money Laundering Examination

Manual.35 The manual includes a detailed discussion

of the application of the BSA and anti-money-

laundering (AML) principles to ACH payments,

including international ACH payments. The discus-

28 The rights and obligations of a gateway operator are detailed in
agreements between the gateway operator and the depository
institutions that use the operator’s services. These agreements
may vary the provisions of NACHA rules that would otherwise
be applicable to the gateway operator.

29 If the originating gateway operator is a U.S. depository institu-
tion, it also assumes the responsibilities and warranties of a
receiving depository institution under NACHA rules.

30 Information on OFAC regulations can be found on the OFAC
website at www.treas.gov/ofac/.

31 If a potential OFAC “hit” is identified, OFAC rules require a
depository institution to resolve the potential hit through its
own efforts or in consultation with OFAC. If a payment
involves a verified OFAC hit, the depository institution must
block the payment and freeze the proceeds of the payment by
placing those funds into a segregated, interest-bearing account.

32 OFAC has clarified the application of its rules for domestic and
international ACH transactions and provided more detailed
guidance on international ACH. Refer to Interpretive Note
041214-FACRL-GN-02 at www.treasury.gov/resource-center/
sanctions/Documents/gn121404.pdf. NACHA rules refer to this
guidance.

33 For inbound transactions, OFAC guidance also requires the
receiving U.S. gateway operator to screen the transactions and
identify potential “hits” by flagging them. The receiving deposi-
tory institution is then under a duty to resolve the potential hits
and block property as appropriate. The gateway operator also
must send a daily report to OFAC listing all of the potential hits
for that day. Depository institutions acting as gateway operators
on behalf of their customers, however, must screen their cus-
tomers’ transactions before initiating an ACH transfer and
resolve any potential OFAC “hits.” Receiving depository institu-
tions are still responsible for ensuring that the international
ACH transactions they receive do not represent property that
must be blocked under OFAC regulations.

34 Because Reserve Banks are not federally insured institutions
that hold deposits for corporations and individuals, they are not
subject to some of the specific laws and regulations in this area.
Nonetheless, with respect to the international ACH transactions
that they handle as a gateway operator, the Reserve Banks have
adopted policies and procedures designed to meet the require-
ments of these laws and regulations, including the portions
thereof that may not apply directly to the Reserve Banks.

35 The FFIEC Bank Secrecy Act/Anti-Money Laundering Exami-
nation Manual was last revised in April 2010 and can be found
at www.ffiec.gov/bsa_aml_infobase/default.htm.
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sion reviews the BSA and AML risks associated with

international ACH payments, includes examples of

ways in which depository institutions can mitigate

those risks, and specifies the procedures federal bank-

ing examiners follow when reviewing a depository

institution’s international ACH activity for compli-

ance with the BSA.36 The manual also includes a cor-

responding discussion about international ACH com-

pliance expectations with regard to OFAC sanc-

tions.37

In the development of their policies and procedures,

U.S. depository institutions are also encouraged to

consider the recommendations of the Financial

Action Task Force (FATF). FATF is an intergovern-

mental body that develops and promotes policies,

both at national and international levels, to combat

money laundering and terrorist financing. FATF

monitors members’ progress in implementing neces-

sary measures, reviews money-laundering and

terrorist-financing techniques and countermeasures,

and promotes the adoption and implementation of

appropriate measures globally.

Additionally, in September 2006, the Office of the

Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) issued a bulletin

discussing general risk-management expectations for

depository institutions that conduct ACH activity.38

The OCC bulletin outlines a number of risk-

management practices for a depository institution’s

ACH activity, including ways to manage appropri-

ately credit risk, compliance risk, third-party service

providers, transaction risk, and information-security

and technology risks.

Formats

The NACHA operating rules specify common for-

mats, referred to as standard entry classification

codes, and standards associated with those formats

for ACH transfers. The uniform formats and stan-

dards under the NACHA operating rules allow for

interoperability among ACH operators as well as for

bilateral or multilateral ACH transaction exchanges.

The domestic ACH is highly efficient in no small part

because depository institutions and ACH operators

employ the NACHA formats with minimal variation

or customization.

For international ACH transfers, NACHA adopted

in September 2009 a new standard entry classifica-

tion code, called the International ACH Transaction

or IAT. The IAT covers all international ACH trans-

fers and does not distinguish between consumer,

business, or government transactions. The IAT code

replaced two prior codes—consumer cross-border

payment and corporate cross-border payment—that

were determined to be inadequate for OFAC and

regulatory compliance purposes.39 The IAT classifi-

cation code, as well as the prior cross-border codes,

allows depository institutions and ACH operators to

easily identify these payments to facilitate any special

handling requirements.

In particular, the IAT format facilitates the transmis-

sion of specific data elements, such as the full name

and address of all parties involved in the transfer,

that are required for international wire transfers

under the U.S. Treasury Department’s “Travel Rule,”

which implements provisions of the Bank Secrecy

Act.40 ACH transactions are excluded from the

Travel Rule’s definitions of “funds transfer” and

“transmittal of funds” and therefore are exempt from

the Travel Rule’s recordkeeping requirements.41 Nev-

ertheless, the inclusion of the Travel Rule information

in the IAT format is intended to ensure that all par-

ties to an international ACH transfer have the infor-

mation necessary to identify each of the participants

involved in handling the transfer and to make OFAC

screening a more effective tool against money laun-

dering and terrorist financing.42

36 For additional information on an overview of ACH and exami-
nation procedures from the FFIEC Bank Secrecy Act/Anti-
Money Laundering Examination Manual, see pages 224 and 232,
respectively.

37 For additional information on screening ACH transactions
from the FFIEC Bank Secrecy Act/Anti-Money Laundering
Examination Manual, see pages 153–55.

38 The OCC Bulletin 2006-39, Automated Clearinghouse Activi-
ties—Risk Management Guidance (September 1, 2006), is avail-
able at www.occ.gov/news-issuances/bulletins/2006/bulletin-
2006-39.html.

39 The prior cross-border ACH transfer formats were originally
established in 1999.

40 See 31 CFR 1010.410(e) and (f). For convenience, this informa-
tion is referred to as “Travel Rule” information.

41 31 CFR 1010.100(w) and (ddd).
42 A key component of the IAT format is the adoption of two

optional, single-character fields within the record to convey the
results of OFAC screening on the transaction. For inbound IAT
entries, the first field is available to convey the results of an
OFAC screen by a gateway operator, and a secondary screening
indicator is available to be used by a correspondent bank or
other third-party service provider to convey screening results.
The screening indicators assist the receiving depository institu-
tion of an IAT transfer with their compliance obligations.
Under IAT standards, a value of “0” indicates that the party
conducting the screening has not found a potential blocked
party, as identified by OFAC on its list of specially designated
nationals. A value of “1” indicates the potential presence of a
blocked party. The field is space-filled if no screening has been
conducted.
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Although the new IAT format became effective under

the NACHA operating rules in September 2009, the

inclusion of the new format in software supporting

ACH origination and receipt has lagged significantly.

Given that only a very small portion of depository

institutions are sending international ACH transfers,

not all vendors updated their software to include full

functionality supporting the IAT format on the effec-

tive date. At the time, software vendors largely

focused on the ability to receive the IAT format

rather than the ability to send. Today, some deposi-

tory institutions continue to report format access as a

barrier to originating international ACH transfers.

In addition to challenges faced with access to the new

format, the interoperability of IAT stops at the U.S.

border. The U.S. gateway operator and its counter-

part in the foreign country need to establish a

method for exchanging files so that the payment mes-

sage can be processed by each respective payment

system. Either the sending or receiving gateway

operator (or another intermediary) needs to translate

between the respective formats for the countries

involved. This translation can be complex, as each

format requires a line-by-line mapping to ensure full

interoperability and straight-through processing. The

mapping can also be costly, as it requires proprietary

software to be developed for each format pair.

To facilitate this mapping process, the Federal

Reserve Bank of Atlanta joined with U.S. and for-

eign depository institutions, international clearing

and settlement service providers, and other interested

parties to form the International Payments Frame-

work Association (IPFA). The IPFA is a nonprofit

membership association comprising 29 members rep-

resenting Brazil, Canada, Europe, Japan, South

Africa, the United Kingdom, and the United States

whose purpose is to create a framework for bridging

national formats for non-urgent international credit

transfers. IPFA establishes rules, standards, and oper-

ating procedures for the exchange of these payments.

The first effort by IPFA was to create rules that

would facilitate a bridge between the IAT format for

ACH credit transfers and the payment format, ISO

20022, which supports the several retail networks

within the single euro payments area (also known as

SEPA), under the SEPA credit transfer scheme. The

next step underway is to leverage the framework cre-

ated for the United States and SEPA in order to add

other countries—such as Brazil, Canada, and South

Africa—that want to exchange payments with the

United States or SEPA ACH networks.

FedGlobal ACH Payments

The Reserve Banks, through FedGlobal, launched

their first commercial international ACH service with

Canada in 1999.43 The service began as a pilot pro-

gram for outbound commercial ACH transfers from

the United States to Canada and became a produc-

tion service in December 2001. Subsequent to the

Canadian service, the Reserve Banks launched indi-

vidual services to Europe, Mexico, Panama, and

Latin America, covering 34 countries in total.44 In

2010, the Reserve Banks processed 1.3 million inter-

national ACH transfers—accounting for about

20 percent of the total volume of international pay-

ments being cleared and settled through the U.S.

ACH network.45

While the characteristics of each of the FedGlobal

services differ slightly, there are common elements to

all the services. FedGlobal conforms to the require-

ments discussed in the “Legal and Regulatory Frame-

work” and “Formats” sections (see pages 6 and 8,

respectively). In addition, as a gateway operator, the

Reserve Banks have outlined recommendations in

their FedGlobal Services Origination Manual for

U.S. depository institutions participating in interna-

tional ACH transfers.46 The recommendations

encourage participating depository institutions to

have a compliance officer and a compliance program

with policies and procedures designed to ensure com-

pliance with the Bank Secrecy Act and with U.S.

laws, regulations, and bank supervisory policies

regarding anti-money-laundering, antiterrorism-

financing, know-your-customer policies and proce-

dures, customer-identification programs, data secu-

43 At the time, the Reserve Bank service was known as FedACH
International Services. The Federal Reserve rebranded the name
in 2010 to FedGlobal Payments Service.

44 The European service today includes Austria, Belgium, Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portu-
gal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and United
Kingdom. The Latin American service includes Argentina, Bra-
zil, Columbia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras,
Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, and Uruguay. The Latin American
service, which only involves account-to-receiver ACH transfers,
is in addition to the account-to-account service for Mexico.

45 Depository institutions processed the balance of international
ACH transfer volume. Any U.S. depository institution may act
as a gateway operator to send or receive ACH transfers destined
to or originating from a foreign country.

46 FedGlobal is a priced service of the Reserve Banks, and Federal
Reserve policy creates a strict wall of separation between the
provision of priced services to depository institutions and the
regulation and supervision of those institutions. Accordingly,
FedGlobal staff does not play any role with respect to the
supervision and regulation of depository institutions, including
evaluation of the compliance posture of an institution.
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rity and data privacy, OFAC requirements, and man-

datory consumer protections. The recommendations

support adherence to these policies and procedures

and suggest due diligence with respect to all persons,

entities, and associated data and follow up on any

compliance issues. Lastly, the recommendations

encourage monitoring, recording, and reporting of

suspicious activity for international ACH transfers.

For several FedGlobal services—Canada, Europe,

Mexico (account-to-account), and Panama—both

the originator and receiver of the ACH transfer gen-

erally have deposit accounts at depository institu-

tions. To originate the ACH transfer, the originator

would access the ACH network through the services

offered by his or her depository institution, which

could include in-person branch or Internet options

for originating the payment instruction. The ACH

transfer would flow as outlined earlier between the

respective depository institutions and gateway opera-

tors to the foreign recipient’s deposit account at his

or her depository institution. The foreign recipient

would have access to the funds based on local rules

for availability once deposited in his or her account.

For some consumers, account-to-account ACH

transfers are a practicable means of sending remit-

tance transfers home. In many instances, however,

receivers of remittance transfers do not have deposit

accounts in their home countries. Consequently,

account-to-account ACH transfers typically support

government and commercial payments. For example,

account-to-account ACH transfers to Mexico consist

almost exclusively of government social security and

other benefit payments.47 Only about 300 U.S.

depository institutions offer the account-to-account

service to Mexico, and of those, only 25 percent send

payments in an average month.

In contrast, for FedGlobal’s Latin American service,

the receiver does not need a deposit account at a

depository institution. The Latin American service

was introduced in 2010 and is a significant change for

international ACH transfers in support of remittance

transfers. The service is intended to serve the increas-

ing number of Latin American migrants who hold

deposit accounts at depository institutions in the

United States.48 In this service, the international

ACH transfer must be originated from a deposit

account in the United States, but the funds may be

sent to a specifically approved depository institution

or a trusted third-party provider in the foreign coun-

try where the receiver may pick up the funds in cash

without a deposit account at the receiving institution.

The account-to-receiver option requires supplemental

information about the receiver, a unique password,

and a way to ensure proper identification when the

receiver picks up the funds. For example, the receiver

must provide a valid government identification card

that includes his or her date of birth, as well as the

unique password to access the funds. The account-to-

receiver delivery option, in particular, is designed to

facilitate remittance transfers. To date, just over

30 U.S. depository institutions have enrolled to offer

the account-to-receiver service for their customers.

In addition, many international ACH transfers need

to undergo a foreign exchange conversion.49 Fed-

Global accommodates fixed-to-variable and fixed-to-

fixed foreign exchange conversions for outbound

payments.50 The Reserve Banks only settle in U.S.

dollars. Thus, the foreign exchange transaction is

managed either by the originating U.S. depository

47 The Reserve Banks’ initial focus on processing commercial and
government payments into Mexico was influenced by two unre-
lated developments. In 2001, the Bush Administration launched
the “Partnership for Prosperity” with the Mexican government
to foster economic development. In addition, the U.S. Trea-
sury’s Financial Management Service sought to convert
28,000 monthly Social Security payments to Mexico residents
from checks to ACH transfers. The appendix has additional
information on this service.

48 The Inter-American Dialogue noted that the percentage of
Mexican migrants with a U.S. bank account rose from about
30 percent in 2005 to over 50 percent in 2010, while Colombian
migrants with U.S. bank accounts rose from 60 percent to about
95 percent in the same period. See M. Orozco, E. Burgess, and
N. Ascoli (2010), Is There a Match among Migrants, Remit-
tances and Technology? (Washington, DC: Inter-American Dia-
logue, September 30), www.thedialogue.org/PublicationFiles/a%
20match%20in%20migrants%20remittances%20and%
20technology%20MO_FINAL_11.4.101.pdf.

49 All inbound payments are U.S. dollar payments. The FedGlobal
service offers U.S. depository institutions several foreign
exchange options for outbound payments. The option chosen
and specified in the IAT format, however, may not be honored
in the destination country under some circumstances. For
example, if the IAT format specifies that the currency at the
destination should be U.S. dollars but the receiver’s deposit
account is denominated in euros, then the receiving depository
institution may, pursuant to instructions from its account
holder or pursuant to local rules or practices, convert and post
the payment in euros.

50 The fixed-to-variable currency value exchange converts U.S.
dollars to a variable amount of destination currency based on a
foreign exchange rate, which is typically a base rate that fluctu-
ates with the market and a spread that has been negotiated by
the Reserve Banks with each foreign gateway operator. There
are two options for the fixed-to-fixed currency value exchange.
The first option, which can be used in countries that have U.S.
dollar accounts, enables the originating depository institution to
send the transfer in U.S. dollars and for the receiving depository
institution to receive the transfer in U.S. dollar denominated
accounts. The second version, known as F3X, enables the origi-
nating depository institution to manage its own foreign
exchange to participating countries. Settlement is conducted
outside of the ACH network through a foreign correspondent.
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institution, if they choose, or by the foreign gateway

operator through its agreements with foreign deposi-

tory institutions. The foreign gateway operator may

have established correspondent relationships to per-

form the foreign exchange transaction or arranged

for the receiving depository institutions to perform

the foreign exchange transaction. Under the current

structure, U.S. depository institutions do not have to

arrange for the foreign exchange transaction (unless

they choose to), providing flexibility and greater

accessibility, especially to smaller U.S. depository

institutions.

Table 1 shows the available FedGlobal payment deliv-

ery and foreign exchange options for the destinations

currently served.

Lessons Learned and Potential
Recommendations

Over the past 12 years of providing FedGlobal ser-

vices, the Reserve Banks have gained insight into the

opportunities and challenges of offering international

ACH transfers. The Reserve Banks have identified

shortcomings and perceived limitations of interna-

tional ACH services and have implemented changes

in attempt to address these issues, such as adding an

account-to-receiver option for remittance transfers to

several potentially high-traffic destination countries,

expanding the foreign exchange conversion options,

and working with the industry to enhance formats

and develop conversion standards between domestic

and foreign formats. In each of these examples, the

changes have only recently taken effect, so it is too

soon to assess their overall impact. At the same time,

the Reserve Banks are aware of additional challenges,

including the general complexity that arises from dif-

ferences in countries’ banking rules and payments

infrastructures, and efforts that may be necessary to

increase adoption of international ACH transfers.51

The Reserve Banks have taken leadership roles in

helping efforts, such as the International Payments

Framework Association, move forward.

Importantly, international ACH transfers generally

and remittances in particular are still a relatively new

phenomenon among depository institutions and their

customers. Historically, most U.S. depository institu-

tions processed international wire transfers or checks

on behalf of their customers through international

correspondent banks. Consumers sending remittance

transfers also would more often seek out money

transmitters, as discussed earlier. Thus, neither the

supply nor the demand side has extensive experience

with international ACH transfers.

Depository institutions have indicated reluctance to

use FedGlobal due to the lack of ubiquitous global

reach. Depository institutions may not want to invest

in infrastructure to support a payment method that

reaches only certain countries, especially if their cur-

rent international correspondent arrangements access

a broad range of countries. Lack of ubiquity would

also be a concern for consumers if FedGlobal is not

connected to their destination country. Ubiquity

issues were especially acute when FedGlobal began

with one country, Canada, and then added Mexico.

51 Although this report focuses on issues relevant for remittance
transfers, corporate ACH transfers have had their own unique
challenges, such as the lack of corporate remittance information
included with the ACH transfer, and the Reserve Banks con-
tinue to work to address these outstanding issues. Corporate
and government payment volume is essential to support the
continued viability of the international ACH transfer services.
In particular, government benefit payments have helped greatly
in supporting and, in some cases, driving the evolution of the
international ACH service. The phenomenon of government
involvement is not unique to the international ACH transfer ser-
vice. The need for electronic government payments also origi-
nally spurred change and helped the initial development of the
current domestic ACH network in the 1970s and 1980s.

Table 1. FedGlobal foreign exchange and delivery options

Payment destinations1

Foreign exchange options Delivery options

Fixed-to-fixed
U.S. dollar

Fixed-to-fixed
F3X2

Fixed-to-variable Account-to-account Account-to-receiver

Canada • • •

Europe • • • •

Mexico • • • •

Panama • •

Latin America • • •

1 See text note 44 for a list of countries included in each service.
2 See text note 50 for an explanation of F3X. For Mexico, F3X is only available for the account-to-account delivery option.
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Since then, the Reserve Banks have largely pursued

multicountry access through a hub model where the

Reserve Banks contract with one gateway operator

that distributes the international ACH transfers to

multiple countries. The European service and

account-to-receiver options that began in 2010 reach

22 and 11 countries, respectively. The hub model has

helped establish greater economies of scale, simplify

legal arrangements, and reduce the complexity and

cost of adding countries to the service. Reserve

Banks plan to continue to pursue opportunities that

maximize their access to multiple countries to

increase the reach of FedGlobal services. As part of

this process, the Reserve Banks will continue to

assess for any new service offering the business-case

economics to determine the feasibility and future

viability of the service.52

Depository institutions may also be reluctant to offer

international ACH transfer services if they would

affect the profitability of other business lines, by, for

example, diverting higher-margin international wire

transfer volume to lower-margin ACH volume. Each

institution would need to assess the effect of origi-

nating international ACH transfers on its overall

costs and revenues.

Consumers, meanwhile, may be unaware of interna-

tional ACH transfer services and may have limited

options for accessing international ACH transfer ser-

vices if few depository institutions are offering the

services. Today, around 410 U.S. depository institu-

tions—or about 4 percent of depository institutions

that originate ACH transfers—have enrolled in the

FedGlobal service to send ACH transfers to one or

more of the cross-border payment destinations, but

only 33 percent of them originate payments in a typi-

cal month.53 Also, as mentioned previously, some

vendors that provide ACH software to depository

institutions have not yet upgraded their software to

accommodate the IAT format. The Federal Reserve

does not have much information regarding the level

of marketing and outreach by institutions that offer

the service to their customers and the community

more broadly. The Reserve Banks will continue to

reach out to depository institutions to encourage

greater adoption of FedGlobal services and to

encourage education and marketing by institutions.

Another significant adoption constraint is that many

consumers who send and receive remittance transfers

do not have access to deposit accounts at depository

institutions. Until recently, access to international

ACH transfers required that the sender and receiver

both have deposit accounts at depository institutions.

Consumers in the United States and abroad may be

unbanked for a range of reasons, including language,

cultural, and economic barriers. The new account-to-

receiver service to Latin America, however, has par-

tially addressed this constraint by allowing interna-

tional ACH transfer access to receivers of remittance

transfers that are unbanked.

In addition, the U.S. Treasury continues to focus on

financial access issues and is working to integrate its

effort in this area with existing federal programs that

serve low- and moderate-income individuals. The

Treasury’s goal is to coordinate across programs and

maximize its opportunities to promote financial

access for unbanked and underbanked populations.

One such program, Bank On USA, which is expected

to begin in 2012, aims to provide safe, low-cost

accounts for unbanked residents. The Treasury pro-

gram is based largely on existing Bank On programs

that are collaborations between depository institu-

tions, local governments, financial regulators, and

community-based organizations to promote access

for the unbanked to traditional financial services

through depository institutions. The Reserve Banks

will continue to assess opportunities to deploy

account-to-receiver service offerings. The Federal

Reserve and the U.S. Treasury will also work collab-

oratively to assess and encourage the use of interna-

tional ACH transfers for remittances.

Lastly, for depository institutions, regulatory compli-

ance continues to be a leading concern. The availabil-

ity of the Reserve Banks’ international ACH service,

which began commercially in 1999, has largely coin-

cided with an increased focus on regulatory compli-

ance and the prevention of money laundering and

criminal financing. Thus, depository institutions may

be taking a cautious approach to offering interna-

tional ACH transfers to their customers due to

compliance-risk concerns. It may take additional time

for institutions to become accustomed to this option

52 The Monetary Control Act of 1980 requires that the Federal
Reserve establish fees for priced services provided to depository
institutions so as to recover, over the long run, all the direct and
indirect costs actually incurred as well as the imputed costs that
would have been incurred—including financing costs, taxes, and
certain other expenses—and the return on equity (profit) that
would have been earned if a private business firm had provided
the services.

53 Initially, smaller, community-based depository institutions were
the first to offer FedGlobal services to their customers, but
more recently some of the largest depository institutions as well
as regional depository institutions have started using the ser-
vices. In some cases, depository institutions are only offering the
FedGlobal services to corporate or institutional customers.
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(versus wire transfers through international corre-

spondent banks) and to assess fully how to comply

with legal requirements. The Federal Reserve may be

able to facilitate additional dialogue with depository

institutions with respect to the risks and compliance

requirements for sending and receiving international

ACH transfers.
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Appendix: FedGlobal Services
Country-by-Country

Mexican Service

In 2001, the United States and Mexico launched the

Partnership for Prosperity initiative, which was

designed to foster economic development.54 One of

its objectives of this initiative was to lower the cost of

cross-border remittance payments from individuals in

the United States to individuals in Mexico. Develop-

ing a FedACH service to Mexico was intended to

advance this objective while also supporting public

policy goals to bring more low-income individuals

into the formal banking system of each country. The

U.S. Treasury’s Financial Management Service pro-

vided further impetus for a FedACH service to

Mexico when it sought to convert around

28,000 monthly Social Security checks to Mexico

into electronic transfers made over the ACH

network.

Beginning in late 2003, the Reserve Banks and Banco

de México (Mexico’s central bank) initiated a service

to provide a channel for government transfers via

ACH from the United States to Mexico. In 2004, the

option for depository institutions to send commercial

ACH transfers was introduced.55 The government

and commercial transfers to Mexico are processed

through FedACH as the U.S. gateway operator and

exchanged with Banco de México as Mexico’s gate-

way operator, which then processes the payments and

distributes to depository institutions in the Mexican

payments system. In Mexico, the payments are dis-

tributed through the SPEI payment mechanism and

can reach almost any bank account in the country.56

The transfers are converted from U.S. dollars to

Mexican pesos and are not limited to a specific value.

The service provides for a fixed-to-variable currency

value exchange option but also allows U.S. deposi-

tory institutions to manage directly their own foreign

exchange.

When the commercial service began in 2004, the

number of banked consumers in Mexico was quite

low by international standards, inhibiting service

adoption and usage. As part of a larger financial

inclusion effort to encourage participation in the for-

mal financial system, the Reserve Banks collaborated

with representatives of the Mexican government,

including the Banco de México and the Institute of

Mexicans Abroad in the Mexican Foreign Ministry.

The effort sought to inform Mexicans living in the

United States that depository institutions offer

affordable remittance transfers to Mexico and other

financial services products.

In an effort to market the ACH service, the Reserve

Banks, in collaboration with the Banco de México,

worked to create awareness and reduce barriers to

adoption. The first step was the creation of the

“Directo a México” brand name so that U.S. deposi-

tory institutions could readily offer customers a

branded service for transfers to Mexico. Reserve

Banks made available branded, customizable, bilin-

gual promotional materials, including a marketing

poster, brochure, and dedicated website, to deposi-

tory institutions to attract customers. The marketing

effort also included many coordinated promotions

between local depository institutions, community

groups, the Reserve Banks, the Federal Deposit

Insurance Corporation, Mexican consulates, Banco

de México, and the Mexican development bank

Bansefi in cities with high migrant populations.57

In 2010, the Reserve Banks processed about 375,000

payments valued near $196 million under FedGlob-

al’s Mexican account-to-account services.

Latin American Service

The Latin American service, which only provides

account-to-receiver transfers, was launched in 2010.

The impetus for this service was to help overcome the

challenge of sending payments to receivers without

deposit accounts. The account-to-receiver service

allows funds to be picked up by unbanked receivers.

The payments are originated from an account at a

54 See text note 47.
55 In 2010, the Reserve Banks introduced the account-to-receiver

service for Mexico and several other countries. This option is
discussed under the “Latin American Service” section of the
appendix.

56 Banco de México’s real time gross settlement system is called
SPEI, which is an acronym for Sistema de pagos electronicos
interbancarios, or the Interbanking Electronic Payment System.
SPEI is a large-value funds transfer system in which participants
can make transfers among themselves on behalf of themselves
or their customers. Each payment order contains information
allowing identification of the sender client and the client to
whom the payment should be credited. The system began oper-
ating in August 2004.

57 The National Savings and Financial Services, Bansefi, is a devel-
opment bank of the Mexican federal government and started
operations in 2002. Its predecessor was the National Savings
Trust, Patronato del Ahorro Nacional (PAHNAL), which pro-
moted savings among the working classes. Since the transforma-
tion of PANHAL into Bansefi, savings account ownership has
increased from 850,000 to more than 3.1 million in 2005.
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depository institution in the United States, but the

ACH transfer may be picked up in cash at select loca-

tions upon presentment of proper identification and

a unique password.

This functionality was initially developed in collabo-

ration with the Banco de México and adapted to

additional destinations in Central and South

America—Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica,

El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Peru

and Uruguay—by the Reserve Banks.58 These pay-

ments are distributed in U.S. dollars or local cur-

rency, depending on the destination country. The ser-

vice supports U.S. dollar to U.S. dollar transfers and

the fixed-to-variable currency value exchange option.

By agreement, all fees are paid by the sender. The fees

assessed by the Reserve Banks are considerably

higher than the fees for account-to-account ACH

transfers due to the unique costs associated with

account-to-receiver (or account-to-cash) transfers.

These costs include maintaining distribution net-

works, compliance screening and monitoring, and the

costs associated with maintaining cash available for

distribution. This service is also branded in the

United States under the name GlobeNow.

For the nine months of operation in 2010, the vol-

ume and value of international ACH transfers

through the Latin American service were negligible.

Canadian Service

Business payments were the target of the Canadian

Service, which was the Reserve Banks’ first effort

toward developing an international ACH service. It

was first offered as a pilot program in 1999 with

credit and debit payments to Canadian account hold-

ers. Government pension payments were introduced

in 2006.59

Payments in the Canadian service remain limited to

one direction—from the United States to Canada.

This is largely because most Canadian depository

institutions participate in the U.S. banking system

through their branches or subsidiaries and do not

require a gateway to make payments into the United

States.

Business-to-business payments continue to comprise

the largest share of payments in the Canadian service

along with a smaller percentage of consumer-to-

business payments, payroll, and some person-to-

person payments. The service offers the option of

U.S. dollar to U.S. dollar transfers to accounts

denominated in that currency and the fixed-to-

variable foreign exchange conversion option for U.S.

to Canadian dollar payments. The use of the Cana-

dian service for remittance transfers is minimal.

In 2010, the Reserve Banks processed about 815,000

payments valued near $921 million under the FedG-

lobal Canadian service.

European Service

The current European service began in 2010 and

allows bidirectional payments between the United

States and 22 countries of SEPA—Austria, Belgium,

Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France,

Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, Malta,

Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia,

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United King-

dom.60 Payments from the United States to Europe

can be originated in U.S. dollars and reach European

bank accounts in euros, British pounds, or U.S. dol-

lars where those U.S. dollar accounts exist. The

European service also featured the first usage of the

Reserve Banks’ option to allow U.S. depository insti-

tutions to manage directly their own foreign

exchange for participating countries.

In practice, the service carries largely business-to-

business payments. Some of the countries served in

this arrangement could eventually be a target for

remittance payments.

58 The FedGlobal Latin American service is a collaboration with
Microfinance International Corporation (MFIC), a U.S.-based
processor of remittances and other payments, and Banco
Rendimento, a Brazilian commercial bank. MFIC’s distribution
network reaches more than 80 countries and its platform fea-
tures a robust compliance module. Banco Rendimento is the
gateway operator for the service providing settlement and
MFIC processes and distributes the payments among its
network.

59 TD Bank in Canada served as the Canadian gateway operator
until 2006, when the contract was awarded to the Bank of Nova
Scotia.

60 In 2003, the Reserve Banks launched a European service with
Eurogiro, as the gateway operator, and five pilot European
countries. The service only allowed for outbound ACH transfers
initially due to compliance concerns with inbound transfers. As
a result of several service limitations, the service was not suc-
cessful in attracting volume and was ended in September 2009.
In October 2010, the current European service was launched
and is a collaboration between the Reserve Banks and Equens,
one of Europe’s largest payment processors, and DZ Bank in
Germany acting as the gateway operator. DZ Bank is the short-
ened name for Deutsche Zentral-Genossenschaftsbank, a com-
mercial depository institution that also offers services to the
cooperative institutions in that country.
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For the three months of operation in 2010, the vol-

ume and value of international ACH transfers

through the European service were negligible.

Panama Service

The Reserve Banks began a payments service to

Panama in 2004.61 The service originally processed

only pension payments from the United States to

Panama, where a relatively large number of U.S. gov-

ernment retirees are located. Panama is the largest

recipient of international payments from the U.S.

Office of Personnel Management, which sends about

75,000 benefit payments to the country annually.

Because Panama uses the U.S. dollar for its national

currency, all payments are sent and received in U.S.

dollars. In 2009, commercial credit payments to and

from Panama were introduced to allow individuals

and corporations to utilize the channel as well.

In 2010, the Reserve Banks processed to Panama

about 86,000 payments valued near $95 million, of

which the vast majority was government benefit

payments.

61 The Panama service is collaboration with Telered, the national
payments processor, and the Banco Nacional de Panamá, a
commercial bank that also acts as the fiscal agent of the Pana-
manian government.
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Executive Summary

Mobile phones have increasingly become tools that

consumers use for banking, payments, budgeting,

and shopping. Given the rapid pace of developments

in the area of mobile finance, the Federal Reserve

Board began conducting annual surveys of consum-

ers’ use of mobile financial services in 2011. The sur-

vey examines trends in the adoption and use of

mobile banking, payments, and shopping behavior

and how the emergence of mobile financial services

affects consumers’ interaction with financial

institutions.

This report presents findings from the 2014 survey,

fielded in December, which focused on consumers’

use of mobile technology to access financial services

and make financial decisions. Where applicable, the

findings from the current survey are also compared

with the findings from the 2011, 2012, and 2013 sur-

veys. Topics include consumer access to bank services

using mobile phones (“mobile banking”), consumer

payment for goods and services using mobile phones

(“mobile payments”), and consumer shopping deci-

sions facilitated by use of mobile phones. Details

about the survey, its methodology, and limitations

can be found in the body of the report and in a meth-

odological appendix.

Key Findings

Key findings of the 2014 survey include:

• Mobile phones are in widespread use.

—Eighty-seven percent of the U.S. adult popula-

tion has a mobile phone, consistent with 2013.

—Seventy-one percent of mobile phones are smart-

phones (Internet-enabled), up from 61 percent a

year earlier.

• The ubiquity of mobile phones is changing the way

consumers access financial services.

—Thirty-nine percent of all mobile phone owners

with a bank account have used mobile banking

in the 12 months prior to the survey, up from

33 percent in 2013 and 29 percent in 2012.

—Fifty-two percent of smartphone owners with a

bank account have used mobile banking in the

12 months prior to the survey, up from 51 per-

cent a year earlier.

—Among those mobile phone users with bank

accounts who do not currently use mobile bank-

ing, 11 percent think that they will probably or

definitely use it within the next 12 months, down

from 12 percent a year earlier.

—The most common use of mobile banking is to

check account balances or recent transactions

(94 percent of mobile banking users).

—Among mobile banking users, transferring

money between an individual’s own accounts

(61 percent) and receiving an alert (e.g., a text

message, push notification, or e-mail) from their

bank (57 percent) are the second- and third-most

common uses of mobile banking.

—Fifty-one percent of mobile banking users have

deposited a check using their mobile phone in

the 12 months prior to the survey, up from

38 percent in 2013.

—Among mobile banking users, the frequency of

use has increased slightly, from a median of four

times per month in 2013 to five times per month

in 2014. This frequency was five times per month

in 2012.

—Residents of more rural areas have a lower inci-

dence of mobile banking use than residents of

more urban areas.

• Mobile phones are also changing the way consumers

make payments.

—Twenty-two percent of all mobile phone owners

reported having made a mobile payment in the

12 months prior to the survey, up from 17 per-

cent in 2013 and 15 percent in 2012.
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—The share of smartphone users who reported

having made a mobile payment in the 12 months

prior to the survey has increased to 28 percent,

up from 24 percent in both 2013 and 2012.

—Among mobile payment users with smartphones,

the most common type of mobile payment was

bill payment through an online system or mobile

app (68 percent, up from 66 percent in 2013).

—Thirty-nine percent of all mobile payment users

with smartphones have made a point-of-sale pay-

ment using their mobile phone in the 12 months

prior to the survey, in line with the 39 percent

reporting such payments in 2013.

—Of mobile payment users with smartphones who

made point-of-sale mobile payments, 31 percent

did so by scanning a barcode or QR code dis-

played on their phone’s screen at check out

(down from 39 percent in 2013), while 22 percent

used an app that did not require tapping their

mobile phone or scanning a barcode (up from

17 percent in 2013).

—Residents of more rural areas have a lower inci-

dence of mobile payments use than residents of

more urban areas.

• A preference for other methods of banking and mak-

ing payments, as well as concerns about security,

continue to be the main impediments to the adoption

of mobile financial services cited by some consumers.

—Of those not using mobile banking, the primary

reason respondents cited was a belief that their

banking needs were being met without the use of

mobile banking (86 percent).

—The primary reason non-mobile payment users

gave for not using mobile payments was that

they believe it is easier to pay with cash or credit/

debit cards (75 percent).

—Concern about the security of the technology

was a common reason given for not using mobile

banking or mobile payments (62 percent and

59 percent, respectively, of non-users).

• Smartphones are changing the way people shop and

make financial decisions.

—Forty-seven percent of smartphone users have

comparison shopped with their phone while at a

retail store, and 33 percent have used their phone

to scan a product’s barcode to find the best price

for the item.

—Of those consumers who used their phones to

comparison shop in a retail store, 69 percent

have changed where they purchased a product as

a result of the information they found.

—Forty-two percent of smartphone users have

used their phone to browse product reviews or

get product information while shopping at a

retail store, and 79 percent of them changed the

item they purchased based on this information.

—Sixty-three percent of mobile banking users have

checked their account balance on their phone

before making a large purchase in the previous

12 months leading up to the survey, and over

half (53 percent) of them decided not to pur-

chase an item as a result of their account balance

or credit limit.

—Twenty-nine percent of all mobile phone users

and 38 percent of smartphone users have used

their phone to track purchases and expenses.

• Mobile phones are prevalent among unbanked and

underbanked consumers.

—The share of consumers who are unbanked is

13 percent, and the share who are underbanked

is 14 percent.

—Sixty-seven percent of the unbanked have access

to a mobile phone, 65 percent of which are

smartphones.

—Ninety percent of the underbanked have access

to a mobile phone, 73 percent of which are

smartphones.

—Forty-eight percent of underbanked consumers

had used mobile banking in the 12 months prior

to the survey.
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Introduction

In 2011, the Federal Reserve Board’s Division of

Consumer and Community Affairs conducted its

first Survey of Consumers’ Use of Mobile Financial

Services. Since that time, the adoption of mobile

financial services has continued to increase, along

with the range of services offered. As part of its

ongoing efforts to monitor developments in the

mobile financial services arena and to gain insights

into consumers’ usage of, and attitudes toward,

mobile financial services, the Board has continued to

conduct the survey annually.1 The fourth survey, con-

ducted in December 2014, included a random sample

of respondents to the previous survey in 2013, as well

as a random sample of new respondents. The sub-

sample of respondents who voluntarily completed

both the 2013 and 2014 waves of the survey allows

for the analysis of changes in behavior over the past

year among these individuals.

Survey Background

The original survey instrument and subsequent waves

of the survey were designed in consultation with a

mobile financial services advisory group made up of

key Federal Reserve System staff with relevant con-

sumer research and payments backgrounds. The

2012, 2013, and 2014 survey samples were all com-

posed of a mix of a randomly selected respondents

to the previous year’s survey and new survey

respondents.

The 2014 survey was again administered by GfK, an

online consumer research company, on behalf of the

Board. The survey was conducted using a sample of

adults ages 18 and over from KnowledgePanel®, a

proprietary, probability-based web panel of more

than 50,000 individuals from randomly sampled

households; the sample was designed to be represen-

tative of the U.S. population. After pretesting, the

data collection for the survey began on December 5,

2014, and concluded on December 21, 2014.

For the results presented in the main body of this

report, the sample was drawn following the method

used for the 2012 and 2013 surveys. As shown in

table 1, e-mails were sent to 2,308 randomly selected

respondents to the 2013 survey and 2,657 randomly

selected respondents from the remaining members of

KnowledgePanel®. The respondents completed the

survey in approximately 12 minutes (median time).

Of the 2,925 respondents, 1,489 had responded to the

2013 survey one year before, while 1,436 were new

survey respondents drawn from the general popula-

tion.2 Further details on the survey methodology are

included in appendix 1.

As with any survey method, Internet panels can be

subject to biases resulting from undercoverage or

nonresponse and, in this case, potential underrepre-

sentation of adults who may be uncomfortable with

technology. Not everyone in the United States has

access to the Internet, and there are demographic

(income, education, age) and geographic (urban and

rural) differences between those who do have access

and those who do not. These concerns are addressed

by GfK providing Internet access to respondents who

1 See the “Consumers and Mobile Financial Services” reports
series for previous years’ survey findings. Results of the 2011,
2012, and 2013 surveys (published in March 2012, 2013, and
2014, respectively) are available at www.federalreserve.gov/
communitydev/mobile_finance_publications.htm.

2 The 2014 survey also included an oversample of respondents
from rural areas. For comparability with prior years of the sur-
vey, the oversample was not used in computing the results in the
main body of this report; therefore, respondents from the over-
sample are not included in table 1. However, selected statistics
based on the oversample are included in box 1. Additional
information on the sample is provided in appendix 1.

Table 1. Key survey response statistics: Main interview

Number
sampled for
main survey

Qualified
completes

Completion
rate

2013 re-interviews 2,308 1,489 64.5%

Fresh cases 2,657 1,436 54.0%

Total primary sample 4,965 2,925 58.9%
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do not have it in order to include the portion of the

population that does not have Internet access in

KnowledgePanel®, and using sample weights to

ensure that the Internet usage and key demographics

of the sample population matches the adult U.S.

population. See appendix 1 for a more detailed dis-

cussion. While care has been taken to ensure the sur-

vey results are generalizable to the adult U.S. popula-

tion, the usual caveats regarding surveys nevertheless

apply.

The full survey questionnaire is presented in appen-

dix 2 and the responses to all the categorical survey

questions are presented in appendix 3 in the order

that the questions were asked of respondents. Tables

of summary statistics for the respondent demograph-

ics by mobile phone usage are also included as tables

C.66 to C.69. Beginning at table C.70, cross-

tabulations are presented of consumers’ use of

mobile phones, mobile banking, and mobile pay-

ments by age, race, gender, education, and income.

The following sections of this report summarize key

findings from the Federal Reserve Board’s survey of

consumers conducted by GfK, with a focus on how

consumers use mobile phones to conduct their bank-

ing, make payments, enhance information gathering

while shopping, and manage their finances. The num-

bers cited in this report are derived from the Board

survey unless otherwise noted. All data were

weighted to yield estimates for the U.S. adult popula-

tion. Only questions pertaining to these topics are

discussed in the report; however, the complete survey

questionnaire and the results of the entire survey are

summarized in appendix 2 and appendix 3.

Consumer Access to Mobile Phones

As of December 2014, 87 percent of the U.S. popula-

tion ages 18 and above owned or had regular access

to a mobile phone. While the percent of the adult

population with mobile phones has remained con-

stant over the previous two years, an increasing pro-

portion of those own smartphones: this survey’s

71 percent smartphone ownership rate among those

with mobile phones is a substantial increase over the

61 percent rate reported in 2013,3 52 percent rate in

2012, and 44 percent rate in 2011.

Rates of mobile phone usage remain high and consis-

tent across demographic and socioeconomic groups.

The prevalence of mobile phones demonstrates the

extent to which they have become engrained in mod-

ern culture. Mobile phone usage is approximately

91 percent for persons ages 18 to 44, and declines

only slightly to 87 percent for persons ages 45 to 59

and to 80 percent for persons ages 60 and over.

Smartphone adoption is also higher among younger

generations, with the differences being more pro-

nounced among age groups: 84 percent of those ages

18 to 29 and 86 percent of those ages 30 to 44 who

own a mobile phone have a smartphone, while

67 percent of mobile phone owners ages 45 to 59 and

47 percent of mobile phone owners ages 60 and over

have a smartphone.

Mobile phone ownership varies slightly by race and

ethnicity, with non-Hispanic whites, Hispanics, and

non-Hispanic blacks having rates of 88 percent,

85 percent, and 83 percent, respectively. However,

adoption of smartphones varies in a somewhat more

pronounced way: 82 percent of Hispanic mobile

phone users have a smartphone, compared to 68 per-

cent of non-Hispanic whites and 66 percent of non-

Hispanic blacks (table 2).

3 Throughout this report, percentages are calculated as a share of
all those who were asked a question, including those who did
not respond. Results on phone ownership from the Board’s
2013 survey are very similar to those from the Pew Research
Center for that year. In the June 2013 Smartphone Ownership—

2013 Update, the Pew Research Center reported that 91 percent
of U.S. adults owned a mobile phone and 61 percent of adults
with a mobile phone (or 56 percent of adults overall) had a
smartphone. (See http://pewinternet.org/~/media//Files/Reports/
2013/PIP_Smartphone_adoption_2013_PDF.pdf.) The 2013
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) Survey of
Unbanked and Underbanked Households provides measures of
mobile and smartphone access at the household level. In 2013,
its estimates showed that 83 percent of households owned or
had regular access to a mobile phone and 67 percent of house-
holds with a mobile phone (or 56 percent of households overall)
had a smartphone. (See www.fdic.gov/householdsurvey/
2013report.pdf.)

Table 2. Smartphone usage by race/ethnicity

Percent, except as noted

Race/ethnicity

Smartphone usage

2011 2012 2013 2014

White, non-Hispanic 41 50 57 68

Black, non-Hispanic 47 54 63 66

Other, non-Hispanic 45 54 76 83

Hispanic 55 60 72 82

2+ races, non-Hispanic 43 59 64 65

Total 44 52 61 71

Number of respondents 2,002 2,291 2,341 2,603

Note: The denominator is all respondents with a mobile phone.
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Mobile phone and smartphone usage does vary with

the level of household income. In households earning

less than $25,000 per year, 74 percent of adults have a

mobile phone of some type, and 53 percent have a

smartphone. Use of both mobile phones and smart-

phones increases with income, reaching 95 percent

and 85 percent, respectively, for adults in households

earning more than $100,000 per year.

The relatively high prevalence of mobile phone and

smartphone use among younger generations, minori-

ties, and those with low levels of income—groups

that are more likely to be unbanked or under-

banked—makes mobile phones a potential platform

for expanding financial access and inclusion.

In 2014, the share of consumers who were unbanked

rose to 13 percent from 10 percent in 2013.4 The

share of consumers who would be described as

underbanked—defined as having a bank account but

also using an alternative financial service such as a

money order, check cashing service, pawn shop loan,

auto title loan, paycheck advance/deposit advance, or

a payday loan—was 14 percent in 2014.5

Among individuals who are unbanked, 67 percent

have access to a mobile phone and 65 percent of

these are smartphones. Smartphone ownership has

been increasing among the unbanked. The share of

the unbanked with access to a mobile phone was

69 percent in 2013 and 59 percent in 2012, approxi-

mately half of which were smartphones.

Among the underbanked, 90 percent have a mobile

phone, 73 percent of which are smartphones. Fur-

ther, 48 percent of the underbanked with mobile

phones reported using mobile banking in the

12 months prior to the survey, while 32 percent

reported making mobile payments.

Trends in the Utilization of
Mobile Banking and Payments

Services that allow consumers to obtain financial

account information and conduct transactions with

their financial institution (“mobile banking”) and

that allow consumers to make payments, transfer

money, or pay for goods and services (“mobile pay-

ments”) have become increasingly prevalent. Over the

past several years, these services have become avail-

able at a broader range of institutions and the types

of services continue to evolve. With increased dis-

semination of technology and a broadening array of

options, consumer adoption of mobile financial ser-

vices has risen. In the 2011 survey, for instance,

22 percent of mobile phone users with bank accounts

and 43 percent of smartphone users with bank

accounts reported that they had used mobile banking

in the previous 12 months.6 These proportions have

increased in each year of the survey. In the 2014 sur-

vey, the prevalence of mobile banking continued to

increase, reaching 39 percent of mobile phone users

with bank accounts and 52 percent of smartphone

users with bank accounts (figure 1).

Use of mobile payments has also increased. In 2011,

12 percent of mobile phone users and 23 percent of

smartphone users reported using mobile payments.

By 2014, usage of mobile payments had increased to

22 percent for mobile phone users and increased to

28 percent for smartphone users. The steady increases

in the adoption rate among all mobile phone users,

but more gradual rise in the adoption rate among

smartphone users, suggest that smartphone adoption

substantially contributed to the increased use of

mobile payments.

A continuing impediment to adoption of either

mobile banking or mobile payments appears to be

consumers’ limited demand for them: many consum-

ers said their needs were already being met without

mobile banking or payments, that they were comfort-

able with non-mobile options, and that they did not

see a clear benefit from using either service. In addi-

tion, around one in five (22 percent) of those with

mobile phones and bank accounts indicated they do

4 In 2011 and 2012, the wording of the bank account question
was “Do you or does your spouse/partner currently have a
checking, savings, or money market account?” In 2013 and
2014, the wording of the bank account question changed
slightly from the prior years to explicitly reference “bank or
credit union” accounts: “Do you or does your spouse/partner
currently have some type of bank or credit union account such
as a checking, savings, or money market account?”

5 Due to changes in the way this question was asked, the 2014 fig-
ures for underbanked households may not be comparable to
results from earlier years. Most notably, relative to the 2013
report, “money order” was added to the list of alternative finan-
cial services used by underbanked households, and “payroll
card” was removed.

6 Here, the figures for mobile banking in the 2011 survey are
expressed as percentages of mobile phone users with bank
accounts. These figures differ slightly from those published in
the 2011 report, which were calculated as a percent of all mobile
phone users. Similarly, other estimates in the text may differ
from the figures presented in appendix 3 or from estimates pub-
lished in earlier reports because a subsample of the respondents
was used for the calculation.
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not know if their bank or credit union offers mobile

banking, which may be consistent with a lack of

interest in these services among a portion of the

population. That said, the share who do not know if

mobile banking is available from their bank

decreased from 28 percent in the 2013 survey, and the

share that said their bank does not offer the service

decreased as well—from 6 percent in 2013 to 4 per-

cent in 2014. These results suggest an increase in

availability and consumer awareness of mobile bank-

ing services.

Concerns about the security of mobile banking and

mobile payment technologies are also frequently

cited as reasons why consumers chose not to adopt

these technologies. Consumers appear to be more

cognizant of the need to protect the personal infor-

mation stored on their phones, as they are increas-

ingly using passwords to protect their smartphones.

The share of smartphone owners who password pro-

tect their phone increased to 69 percent in 2014, from

61 percent in 2013 and 54 percent in 2012.7

7 At least one major mobile phone operating system has changed
its default settings to require users to set a password unless they
opt out. This change in default setting could also increase the
incidence of password protection.

Figure 1. Usage of mobile banking and mobile payments by mobile phone type, 2011–14

Smartphone

All mobile phones

Smartphone

All mobile phones

Mobile banking

Mobile payments

2011

2012

2013

2014

22%

29%

33%

39%

43%

50%

51%

52%

12%

15%

17%

22%

23%

24%

24%

28%

Note: For mobile banking, the results are derived from respondents with bank accounts and mobile phones and all respondents with bank accounts and smartphones, respec-
tively. For mobile payments, the results are derived from respondents with mobile phones and all respondents with smartphones, respectively.
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Box 1. Use of Mobile Financial Services among Rural Respondents

Mobile financial services may offer convenience or
access in different ways to different subpopulations.
One group that could especially benefit from mobile
services is rural residents. Because rural residents
may have to travel longer distances to visit financial
institutions compared to urban consumers, mobile
banking services may be particularly convenient.
However, there are also countervailing factors that
could make usage less likely. To learn more, the
2014 survey included an oversample of residents in
rural areas.

Thirty-three percent of residents in non-metropolitan
(non-metro) areas reported using mobile banking
services in the prior 12 months, compared with
39 percent of respondents in metropolitan (metro)
areas. Similarly, a smaller percentage (17 percent)
of non-metro respondents reported using mobile
payments in the prior 12 months relative to respon-
dents in metro areas (23 percent).

This commonly used metropolitan/non-metropolitan
distinction, however, has some limitations as a way
to identify rural areas. In particular, non-metro areas
include some places that are connected to urban-
ized areas and have a diversity of access to finan-
cial services. To provide an alternate measure of
usage of mobile financial services for rural respon-
dents, the survey results were also analyzed using a
more narrow definition, measuring as “remote areas”
only the respondents who live in small towns and
rural areas with low commuting flows to urban
places.1 Fairly similar patterns persisted using this
definition: 32 percent used mobile banking in remote
rural areas, compared to 39 percent for everyone
else, and 20 percent of those from remote rural
areas used mobile payments, compared to 22 per-
cent of the rest of respondents (figure A).

If, by either measure, rural residents appear to use
mobile financial services at least somewhat less
than those in non-rural areas, why would this be?

Results from this survey point to some combination
of differing technology, access to broadband ser-
vices, services offered by financial institutions, and
consumer awareness of those services.

Non-metro residents are slightly less likely than
metro residents—84 versus 88 percent—to own a
mobile phone, but considerably less likely to own a
smartphone—54 versus 63 percent. They are also
less likely to report near-constant access. When
asked to characterize their Internet access on a
mobile phone through wifi or a wireless network,
57 percent of non-metro respondents described it as
“nearly always available,” compared to 64 percent of
respondents in metro areas (table A).2 This relative
lack of smartphone ownership and constant mobile
Internet access may make use of certain mobile ser-
vices less attractive or perhaps not possible.

When it comes to mobile banking, the supply of ser-
vices also appears to differ. When asked whether
mobile banking was offered by their financial institu-
tion, 65 percent of respondents in non-metro areas
said yes, compared to 75 percent in metro areas
(figure B). A higher share (30 percent) of respon-
dents in non-metro areas also reported not knowing
if mobile banking was offered by their financial insti-
tution, compared to 21 percent in urban areas.
Whether this represents a lack of interest by rural
consumers or simply a lack of awareness, it would
seem that fewer rural residents have access to

(continued on next page)

1 This alternate measure uses Rural-Urban Commuting Area
(RUCA) codes, developed by the Department of Agriculture. The
“Remote areas” correspond to small towns (less than 2,500
people) and rural areas with low urban commuting in RUCA
code categories 7.0, 7.2, 8.0, 8.2, 9.0, 10.0, 10.2, and 10.3.
(See www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural-urban-commuting-
area-codes.aspx.) The companion category “Not remote”
includes most portions of metropolitan and micropolitan areas,
as well as small towns and rural areas that have a substantial
secondary commuting flow (30–50 percent) to urban areas. This
narrower definition of rural areas is very similar to a definition
developed by the WWAMI Rural Health Research Center (http://
depts.washington.edu/uwruca/ruca-maps.php). See appendix 1
for additional information on the sampling methods used for the
primary sample and rural oversample included in this analysis.

2 Nearly 1.3 million people in rural areas lacked access to mobile
broadband in 2012, and rural residents generally face greater
challenges with mobile coverage than urban residents. See https
://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-13-34A1.pdf.

Figure A. Mobile banking and mobile payments, by
geography

Not remote

Remote areas

Metro

Non-metro 33%

23%

32%

20%

39%

22%

17%

39%

Used mobile banking  

in past 12 months

Used mobile payments  

in past 12 months
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Box 1. Use of Mobile Financial Services among Rural
Respondents–continued

mobile banking or are aware of available mobile
banking services relative to residents of more urban
areas.

Demographic differences between residents of
metro and non-metro areas also may be a factor in
any observed differences in the use of technology or
the adoption of mobile financial services across
areas.3 In addition, preferences regarding technol-
ogy use may be correlated with residential location
apart from these other demographic factors.

Overall, respondents from non-metro areas are as
likely to be “banked” as metro area respondents—86
versus 87 percent, respectively—but somewhat less
likely to use either mobile banking services or
mobile payments. The lower usages may be associ-
ated with lower availability of or consumers’ knowl-
edge about mobile banking services by their finan-
cial institution, lower levels of smartphone adoption,
and less continuous mobile broadband access. They
could also be attributed to other factors, including
differences between urban and rural residents in
preferences, demographic characteristics, or
demand for these services. These results indicate
that the promise of mobile technology as a way to
bridge some challenges of living in rural areas may
have not yet been fully realized.

3 For example, estimates from the 2013 American Community
Survey show that the median age of the population in non-metro
areas is higher than in metro areas. Mobile banking use is lower
among older consumers, as noted in this report.

Table A. Internet access on mobile phone through wifi or a wireless network (3G, 4G, LTE) is{

Almost always
available

Not always available,
but is available at

convenient locations

Available only at
locations that require

extra effort or planning
to get to

Not available
I do not need access to

the Internet on my
mobile phone

Non-metro 57% 12% 2% 10% 20%

Metro 64% 8% 1% 7% 18%

Remote areas 59% 10% 1% 10% 19%

Not remote 63% 9% 1% 8% 18%

Note: Here and elsewhere in this report, totals may not add to 100 percent due to rounding and question non-response.

Figure B. Bank or credit union offers mobile banking, by geography

Not remote

Remote areas

Metro

Non-metro
65%

5%

30%

75%

4%

21%

62%

6%

33%

74%
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21%

Yes No Don’t know

8 Consumers and Mobile Financial Services 2015



Accessing Financial Services

Survey respondents were given a set of screening

questions that asked if they had access to a bank

account, the Internet, and a mobile phone. They were

further asked about the various ways in which they

access their financial accounts. Of the 87 percent of

American consumers who have a checking, savings,

or money market account, the majority use some

form of technology to interact with their financial

institution.

As shown in figure 2, the most common way of

interacting with a financial institution remains

in-person at a branch, with 87 percent of consumers

who have a bank account reporting that they had vis-

ited a branch and spoken with a teller in the

12 months prior to the survey. The second-most com-

mon means of access in the previous 12 months was

using an automated teller machine (ATM) at 75 per-

cent, followed by online banking at 74 percent.8 One-

third of all consumers with bank accounts used tele-

phone banking, while 35 percent used mobile bank-

ing, up from 30 percent the previous year.9 (For

8 The definition of online banking changed slightly between the
2012 and 2013 surveys. For the 2011 and 2012 surveys the defi-
nition was “Online banking involves checking your account bal-
ance and recent transactions, transferring money, paying bills,
or conducting other related transactions with your bank or
credit card company using the Internet.” For the 2013 and 2014
surveys, the definition was “Online banking involves checking
your account balance and recent transactions, transferring
money, paying bills, or conducting other related transactions
with your bank or credit union using the Internet.”

9 The relative prevalence of channel usage in the Board’s Mobile
Survey is similar to results from the 2013 FDIC Survey of
Unbanked and Underbanked Households. Of the households
with bank accounts that reported accessing their accounts in the

Figure 2. Usage of different means of accessing banking services, 2011–14

Mobile banking2

Online banking1

Telephone banking

ATM

Bank branch
85%

82%
87%

74%

75%
75%

2011

2012

2013

2014

33%

34%

33%

65%

67%
72%

74%

20%

26%
30%

35%

33%

Note: Percentages are of all respondents with a checking, savings, or money market account for each banking channel, regardless of mobile phone ownership or access to the
Internet. Questions about usage of bank branches and ATMs were not included on the 2011 survey.

1. For online banking, respondents who reported that they did not have regular access to the Internet other than that provided by GfK were not asked the online banking ques-
tion in the 2011–2013 surveys. In the 2014 survey, all respondents with bank accounts were asked the question about online banking, which raised the measure for 2014 to
74 percent—2 percentage points higher than if these respondents had been excluded as in prior years.

2. For mobile banking, the percentages here may differ from the incidence rates elsewhere in this report because the latter are computed for those with mobile phones and
bank accounts.
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additional information on the use of various banking

channels by mobile banking users, see box 2.)

Mobile Banking

The Federal Reserve survey defines mobile banking

as “using a mobile phone to access your bank or

credit union account. This can be done either by

accessing your bank or credit union’s web page

through the web browser on your mobile phone, via

text messaging, or by using an app downloaded to

your mobile phone.”10

Adoption Rates

The adoption of mobile banking has continued to

increase in the past year. When asked about usage in

the previous 12 months, 39 percent of mobile phone

users with a bank account reported that they used

mobile banking, a proportion that has been steadily

climbing (figure 1). Mobile banking among smart-

phone users with a bank account is substantially

higher at 52 percent, up modestly from earlier sur-

veys. The higher incidence of mobile banking adop-

tion among smartphone users suggests that as smart-

phone adoption continues to increase, mobile bank-

ing usage may also increase.

A significant fraction of mobile banking users have

only recently adopted the technology. Although the

majority of mobile banking users reported that they

started using it more than one year ago, 15 percent

reported that they adopted mobile banking in the last

six months, and 12 percent reported that they

adopted mobile banking between six and twelve

months ago. Among those consumers with mobile

phones who do not currently use mobile banking,

11 percent reported that they will “probably” or

“definitely” use mobile banking in the following

12 months.

Although previous surveys suggest that the reported

adoption intentions of the respondents do not per-

fectly reflect subsequent behavior, there is an associa-

tion between the planned use of mobile banking and

subsequent adoption. Using the panel of respondents

to both the 2013 and 2014 Board surveys, it is pos-

sible to compare the reported mobile banking adop-

tion intention over the next 12 months from the 2013

survey to the reported use of mobile banking in the

2014 survey. Of those consumers who reported in

2013 that they would “definitely” or “probably”

adopt mobile banking in the following 12 months,

only 28 percent had, in fact, adopted mobile banking

one year later. Nonetheless, this is a higher propor-

tion than those who said they did not expect their

activity to change. Among those who indicated that

they “probably will not” and “definitely will not”

adopt mobile banking, 15 percent and 2 percent,

respectively, had adopted mobile banking in 2014.

In total, 11 percent of those who reported that they

were not mobile banking users in 2013 reported

being mobile banking users in 2014.11 However,

14 percent of those who were mobile banking users

in 2013 reported that they had not used mobile bank-

ing in 2014.12 Among panel respondents overall,

mobile banking usage increased from 33 percent of

mobile phone users with bank accounts in 2013 to

35 percent in 2014.

For the group of respondents in the 2013 survey who

believed they “definitely” or “probably” would use

mobile banking in the coming year, the most notable

difference between those who actually did adopt

mobile banking by the 2014 survey and those who

did not was that the adopters were more likely to

own a smartphone. Of this likely-to-adopt group,

42 percent with smartphones in 2014 used mobile

banking, while 3 percent with feature phones used

mobile banking. In both the panel and cross-

sectional data, smartphone users were more likely to

engage in mobile banking than non-smartphone

users.

In every year of the survey, older consumers have

consistently been less likely to use mobile banking

previous 12 months, 79 percent used a bank teller; 70 percent
used an ATM/kiosk; 55 percent used online banking; 26 percent
used telephone banking; and 23 percent used mobile banking.
Comparing these FDIC figures to the results from the 2013
Mobile Survey, the relative ranking of the channels is the same
across the two surveys, but the incidence of use is higher in the
Mobile Survey for all channels. The incidence of online banking
and of households with Internet access are notably higher in the
2013 Mobile Survey than in the FDIC survey. This may be due
to differences in the survey methodology. The FDIC survey is
conducted by phone and in person. The Mobile Survey is con-
ducted via an online panel.

10 The definition of mobile banking in the 2011 and 2012 surveys
differed slightly from the definition above. In the earlier surveys,
mobile banking was defined as using “a mobile phone to access
your bank account, credit card account, or other financial
account. This can be done either by accessing your bank’s web
page through the web browser on your mobile phone, via text
messaging, or by using an application downloaded to your
mobile phone.”

11 This group represents 6 percent of panel respondents who were
mobile phone users in both years.

12 This group represents 4 percent of panel respondents who were
mobile phone users in both years.
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than have younger consumers (table 3). For those

with a mobile phone and a bank account, results

from the 2014 survey indicate that mobile banking

use is 60 percent for those in the 18-to-29 age range

and 54 percent for those in the 30-to-44 age group.

By comparison, only 13 percent of individuals ages

60 or older reported having used mobile banking.

Usage has generally increased from year to year for

all age groups.

Consistent with the data from previous surveys,

minorities continue to be more likely to use mobile

Box 2. Channel Use among Mobile Banking Users

Mobile banking can provide convenient access to
some banking services. However, consumers may
still need or want to use other banking channels. For
example, a visit to an automated teller machine
(ATM) or branch may be necessary to withdraw
cash, and visiting a branch or talking with a cus-
tomer service representative may be preferred ways
of resolving a problem. Respondents to the survey
were asked about their use of five banking channels
(branch, ATM, telephone, online banking, and
mobile banking), and the answers provide a fuller
picture of how mobile banking users interact with
their bank or credit union.

Users of mobile banking services generally access
them frequently, but not to the exclusion of other
kinds of bank services. In general, mobile banking
users reported using multiple channels to conduct
banking business: 82 percent reported using four or
five of these channels; only 2 percent used one or
two channels. In the prior 12 months, 95 percent of
mobile banking users also used online banking,
92 percent used an ATM, 85 percent visited a
branch and spoke with a teller, and 36 percent used
telephone banking (table A).

Most mobile banking users (90 percent) reported
accessing mobile banking in the preceding month,
and the median number of uses for those who used
it in that month was five. Similarly, among mobile
banking users who accessed online banking,
97 percent used online banking in the prior month,

and the median number of uses of online banking
was six. The FDIC has noted that many banks have
required their customers to be enrolled in online
banking before they can enroll in mobile banking,
and some mobile banking features, such as setting
up payees for bill payment and enrolling in alerts,
may require an online setup.1 These types of bank
policies would contribute to the high level of online
banking use we observed among mobile banking
users. For mobile banking users who accessed
ATMs and bank branches, the likelihood of having
used those channels in the past month was lower
(85 and 72 percent, respectively), and the median
number of uses was lower as well (three for ATM
and two for branch). These responses suggest that
many mobile banking users use online and mobile
banking quite consistently for their banking needs,
and access other bank channels on a periodic
basis.

In a separate question, respondents were asked to
rank the three main ways they interact with their
bank or credit union. Twenty-one percent of mobile
banking users ranked the mobile channel first—a
lower share than those who chose online banking
(35 percent) or ATM (30 percent), but a higher
share than for the branch (13 percent) or telephone
banking (1 percent).2 Tallying the share of mobile
banking users who ranked each of the channels in
their top three, the ATM channel had the largest
share (80 percent), followed by online banking
(73 percent), mobile banking (60 percent), branch
(56 percent), and telephone banking (17 percent).

Taken together, these estimates indicate that while
mobile banking users are utilizing technological plat-
forms at a high rate and on a consistent basis, they
have also maintained connections to their banks
through the more traditional branch and ATM
channels.

1 For the full FDIC white paper “Assessing the Economic Inclusion
Potential of Mobile Financial Services,” see www.fdic.gov/
consumers/community/mobile/Mobile-Financial-Services.pdf.

2 The 2013 FDIC National Survey of Unbanked and Underbanked
Households reported the primary banking method for house-
holds who used mobile banking and accessed their account in
the last 12 months as follows: online banking (50 percent),
mobile banking (25 percent), ATM/Kiosk (15 percent), bank teller
(7 percent), and telephone banking (2 percent). For the full
report on the survey, see www.economicinclusion.gov/surveys/
2013household/documents/2013_FDIC_Unbanked_HH_Survey_
Report.pdf.

Table A. Channel access among mobile banking users

Percent, except as noted

MB users
who used
channel in
the past

12 months

MB users
who used
channel in
the past
month1

Median
frequency of
channel use
past month2

Mobile banking 100 90 5

Online banking 95 97 6

ATM 92 85 3

Branch/teller 85 72 2

Telephone banking 36 68 2

1 Of those who used channel in the past 12 months.
2 Of those who used channel in the past month.
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banking than non-Hispanic whites. In particular,

Hispanic mobile phone users with bank accounts

show a higher rate of use of mobile banking (53 per-

cent) relative to mobile phone users with bank

accounts overall (39 percent) (table 4).

Among those with a mobile phone and bank

account, mobile banking use is more common for

those with higher levels of education. Usage for those

with a college degree or some college (44 percent) is

greater than for those with a high school degree or

less (29 percent). In addition, mobile banking usage

for those mobile phone users with bank accounts

with household incomes of $40,000 and above

(41 percent) is greater than for those with incomes

below $40,000 (34 percent).

Common Mobile Banking Activities

Among those who reported using mobile banking in

2014, the most common mobile banking activity was

checking financial account balances or transaction

inquiries, with 94 percent of mobile banking users hav-

ing performed this function in the 12 months prior to

the survey (figure 3). This was followed by transfer-

ring money between accounts, performed by 61 per-

cent of users. In addition, 57 percent of mobile bank-

ing users received an alert from their financial institu-

tion through a text message, push notification, or

e-mail. Depositing a check to an account electroni-

cally using a mobile phone camera (known as remote

deposit capture) and making an online bill payment

from a bank account using a mobile phone were the

next most common activities (done by 51 percent and

48 percent of mobile banking users, respectively).

Mobile banking users appear to be using mobile

applications to conduct their banking transactions,

as 71 percent of mobile banking users have installed

their bank’s application on their phones.

Among all mobile banking users, the frequency of

mobile banking use has increased slightly over the

past year. The median reported usage increased from

four times per month in 2013 to five times per month

Table 3. Use of mobile banking in past 12 months by age

Percent, except as noted

Age group 2011 2012 2013 2014

18–29 45 54 63 60

30–44 29 37 43 54

45–59 12 21 25 32

60+ 5 10 9 13

Total 22 29 33 39

Number of respondents 1,859 2,180 2,187 2,437

Note: Percentages are of those in each group who have a mobile phone and a
bank account.

Figure 3. Using your mobile phone, have you done each of these in the past 12 months? (Among mobile banking users)

Transferred money from your bank account to another person

Located the closest in-network ATM or branch for your bank

Made a bill payment using your bank’s online banking website or banking app

Deposited a check to your account electronically using your mobile phone camera

Received an alert (e.g., a text message, push noti�cation, or e-mail) from your bank

Transferred money between your bank accounts

Downloaded your bank’s mobile banking app on your mobile phone

Checked an account balance or checked recent transactions 94%

71%

61%

57%

51%

48%

40%

25%

Note: The number of respondents who were mobile banking users was 829.

Table 4. Use of mobile banking in the past 12 months
by race/ethnicity

Percent, except as noted

Race/ethnicity 2011 2012 2013 2014

White, non-Hispanic 19 26 30 34

Black, non-Hispanic 35 39 42 43

Other, non-Hispanic 23 31 35 48

Hispanic 29 36 45 53

2+ races, non-Hispanic 21 36 31 41

Total 22 29 33 39

Number of respondents 1,859 2,180 2,187 2,437

Note: Percentages are of those in each group who have a mobile phone and a
bank account.
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in 2014. Median usage for those with bank accounts

who reported using mobile banking in 2011 and 2012

was also five times per month.

Among mobile bankers, there is variation in how fre-

quently people use mobile banking services, and what

types of activities they engage in. A relatively small

share of mobile bankers (6 percent) indicated that

they had used mobile banking in the previous year

but had not used mobile banking in the previous

month. These low-intensity users have a lower likeli-

hood of engaging in all types of mobile banking

activities, relative to mobile banking users overall.

Like all mobile banking users, the most common

task for low-intensity users is checking account bal-

ances or recent transactions (84 percent). Forty-

three percent of the low-intensity users have down-

loaded their bank’s mobile banking app—a sizeable

share, but lower than the 71 percent of all mobile

banking users who have done so. A greater propor-

tion of low-intensity mobile banking users are non-

Hispanic white (78 percent) compared to all mobile

banking users (62 percent). Further, a greater propor-

tion of low-intensity mobile banking users are ages

45 or older (49 percent), relative to all mobile bank-

ing users (31 percent).

In contrast, high-intensity users—defined here as

mobile banking users who have conducted mobile

banking tasks more than 10 times during the month

prior to the 2014 survey—tend to conduct all mobile

banking tasks at the same or higher rates than the

larger group.13 In particular, high-intensity users

reported making bill payments using their bank’s

online banking website or banking app and transfer-

ring money between their own accounts at higher

rates than all mobile banking users. Overall, high-

intensity users are demographically similar to the

larger group of mobile banking users but include

slightly greater shares of younger and black or His-

panic mobile banking users.

Reasons for Using—or Not

Using—Mobile Banking

Convenience continues to be the most common rea-

son consumers give for adopting mobile banking.

Indeed, 35 percent of consumers indicated that the

convenience was the main reason they started using

mobile banking. Thirty-three percent of consumers

said getting a smartphone was the main reason for

using mobile banking. A further 20 percent of con-

sumers indicated that the timing of their adoption of

mobile banking was driven by their bank starting to

offer the service.

Among those consumers with mobile phones and

bank accounts who do not currently use mobile

banking, several reasons for not using the service pre-

dominated—namely, they believed that their banking

needs were being met without mobile banking

(86 percent), they did not see any reason to use

mobile banking (73 percent), and they were con-

cerned about security (62 percent) (figure 4). The

small size of the mobile phone screen was cited by

39 percent of consumers as the reason they do not

13 For the purposes of this report, “high-intensity” users are iden-
tified as those respondents who have used mobile banking
within the year prior to the 2014 survey and have used mobile
banking more frequently than 75 percent of all mobile banking

users, which corresponds to a frequency greater than 10 times in
the month prior to the 2014 survey. Based on this definition,
high-intensity users represent 22 percent of mobile banking
users in the 2014 survey.

Figure 4. Please tell us if each of the reasons below are why you do not use mobile banking

My bank charges a fee for using mobile banking

I don’t do the banking in my household

It’s too dif�cult to use mobile banking

I don’t have a smartphone

I don’t trust the technology

The mobile phone screen is too small

I’m concerned about the security of mobile banking

I don’t see any reason to use mobile banking

My banking needs are being met without mobile banking 86%

73%

62%

39%

34%

32%

20%

12%

6%

Note: The number of respondents was 945.
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use mobile banking. This was followed by a lack of

trust in the technology (34 percent) and not having a

smartphone (32 percent) as reasons for not using

mobile banking. Less commonly cited reasons

included the difficulty associated with using mobile

banking (20 percent) and not doing the banking in

the household (12 percent). The incidence of reasons

for not using mobile banking was generally consis-

tent between the 2013 and 2014 surveys. However, in

the 2014 survey, concerns about the security of

mobile banking decreased from 69 percent in 2013.

Also, fewer respondents reported that the small size

of the mobile phone screen (44 percent in 2013) and

not having a smartphone (44 percent in 2013) were

reasons why they had not used mobile banking.

Consumers who expressed concerns about the secu-

rity of mobile banking were asked to specify what

aspect was of greatest concern (figure 5). Some

reported fears of data interception (22 percent),

phone “hacking” (17 percent), and lost or stolen

phones (9 percent). While additional specific con-

cerns were noted by small numbers of respondents,

the most common response was that they were con-

cerned with all of those security risks occurring

(43 percent).

When consumers who do not use mobile banking

were asked what mobile banking activities they

would be interested in performing if their concerns

were addressed, their responses largely mirrored

those of current users. Checking financial account

balances or recent transactions was the most com-

monly cited (32 percent), followed by downloading

their bank’s mobile banking app (21 percent), trans-

ferring money between accounts (20 percent), receiv-

ing alerts from their bank (19 percent), locating the

closest in-network ATM or branch (18 percent),

depositing checks electronically (17 percent), and

making bill payments (15 percent). However, 59 per-

cent of those who do not use mobile banking indi-

cated that they had no interest in performing any

mobile banking activities even if their concerns were

addressed.

Mobile Payments

For purposes of this survey, mobile payments are

defined as “purchases, bill payments, charitable

donations, payments to another person, or any other

payments made using a mobile phone. You can do

this either by accessing a web page through the web

browser on your mobile device, by sending a text

message (SMS), or by using a downloadable app on

your mobile device. The amount of the payment may

be applied to your phone bill (for example, Red Cross

text message donation), charged to your credit card,

deducted from a prepaid card, or withdrawn directly

from your bank account.”

Adoption Rates

Mobile payments continue to be less common than

mobile banking. Based on the responses to the broad

definition of mobile payments listed above, 22 per-

cent of those with access to a mobile phone reported

that they made a mobile payment in the 12 months

prior to the survey, up from 17 percent in 2013,

15 percent in 2012, and 12 percent in 2011. Rates of

mobile payment usage are somewhat higher among

smartphone users. The share of smartphone users

Figure 5. Which one of the following security aspects are you most concerned with?

Other

Malware or viruses being installed on my phone

Companies misusing my personal information

Someone using my phone without permission to access my account

Losing my phone or having my phone stolen

My phone getting hacked

Someone intercepting my data

All of the stated reasons 43%

22%

17%

9%

4%

2%

2%

0%

Note: The number of respondents was 600.
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who reported having made a mobile payment in the

previous 12 months increased to 28 percent, up from

24 percent in 2013 and 2012, and 23 percent in 2011.

Of current mobile payment users, 16 percent had

started using mobile payments in the prior six

months, while 13 percent began using mobile pay-

ments six to twelve months prior to the survey. A fur-

ther 21 percent reported that they started using

mobile payments in the prior one to two years, and

26 percent reported that they began using mobile

payments more than two years prior to the survey.

Twenty-two percent of users are unable to recall

when they began using mobile payments.

Younger consumers are more likely to make mobile

payments (table 5). Of those with a mobile phone in

2014, 34 percent of individuals ages 18 to 29 and

31 percent of individuals ages 30 to 44 had made

mobile payments. By comparison, only 7 percent of

those ages 60 or over reported making mobile pay-

ments. This pattern of use by age has been evident

across all four years of the survey.

Among those owning a mobile phone, minorities are

more likely to make mobile payments (table 6). In

2014, 34 percent of non-Hispanic blacks with mobile

phones and 32 percent of Hispanics with mobile

phones had made mobile payments, while only

17 percent of non-Hispanic whites reported making

mobile payments. The pattern of minorities making

mobile payments at a higher rate than white, non-

Hispanic consumers has persisted over time.

There is no clear relationship between mobile pay-

ment usage and income or education level among

those who own a mobile phone.

Common Mobile Payment Activities

Focusing only on those smartphone owners who

reported that they had made a mobile payment in the

prior 12 months, the most common mobile payment

activity was paying bills (68 percent), followed by

making online or in-app purchases (54 percent). The

next most common activities reported by mobile pay-

ment users were paying for a product or service at a

store (39 percent) and transferring money directly to

another person in the United States (36 percent).

Receiving money from another person using a mobile

phone (31 percent) and using an app to receive loy-

alty or reward points (30 percent) were also relatively

common activities for mobile payment users with

smartphones. Less common activities were paying for

parking, a taxi, or public transit using a mobile

phone (16 percent), making a payment by text mes-

sage (11 percent), and sending a remittance overseas

(9 percent). (See box 3 for a research note on measur-

ing the use of mobile payments and mobile banking.)

Although using a mobile phone to pay for a retail

purchase at the point-of-sale (POS) is less common

than paying bills or making an online or in-app pur-

chase, it is becoming less rare of an occurrence.

Developments in technology, the entrance of new

market participants, and increased familiarity with

mobile payments may be contributing to this trend.

As noted above, in 2014, 39 percent of all mobile

payments users with smartphones made POS pur-

chases with their mobile phone in the 12 months

prior to the survey—a figure in line with the 39 per-

cent who reported such payments in 2013. However,

among those POS users, less than half (41 percent)

had made a POS payment in the preceding month,

Table 5. Use of mobile payments in the past 12 months
by age

Percent, except as noted

Age group 2011 2012 2013 2014

18–29 20 26 28 34

30–44 16 18 21 31

45–59 8 9 13 16

60+ 5 8 7 7

Total 12 15 17 22

Number of respondents 2,002 2,291 2,341 2,603

Note: Percentages are of those in each group who have a mobile phone.

Table 6. Use of mobile payments in the past 12 months
by race/ethnicity

Percent, except as noted

Race/ethnicity 2011 2012 2013 2014

White, non-Hispanic 10 13 12 17

Black, non-Hispanic 14 18 34 34

Other, non-Hispanic 15 17 16 24

Hispanic 20 18 26 32

2+ races, non-Hispanic 9 13 31 23

Total 12 15 17 22

Number of respondents 2,002 2,291 2,341 2,603

Note: Percentages are of those in each group who have a mobile phone.
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and less than a quarter had made more than two

such payments.

Scanning a QR code displayed on a mobile phone is

the most common method that consumers use to

make mobile payments at the point of sale, used by

31 percent of those mobile payment users with

smartphones who had made mobile POS payments.14

While this remains the most common POS mobile

payment, it is a decrease from 39 percent a year ago.

The next most common POS methods were making a

payment using a mobile app that does not require

scanning a barcode or tapping their device (22 per-

cent), and making a payment by waving or tapping

14 A Quick Response (QR) code is a type of barcode that quickly
transfers information to a device when scanned. Some mobile
payment applications use QR codes displayed on the user’s
smartphone screen to communicate the payment credentials to
merchants when scanned at the POS.

Respondents who answered that, using their mobile phone, they
had “Paid for a product or service at a store (including at gas
pumps and for restaurant meals)” were asked a follow up ques-
tion (question 39) asking about ways of paying in a store. The
follow up question listed four ways of paying with a phone,
including “Other (Please Specify).” However, 58 percent of
those who were asked this follow up question refused the ques-
tion or did not select any of these four options.

Box 3. Research Note: Measuring the Use of Mobile Payments and
Mobile Banking

Over the four years that the Federal Reserve has
been conducting this survey, respondents have con-
sistently been asked to gauge whether they had
used mobile banking or mobile payments in the pre-
ceding 12 months based on general descriptions of
these mobile financial services. Responses to those
questions provide a baseline for how usage has
changed over the course of the survey. However,
the number or respondents reporting that they use
mobile banking and mobile payments based on the
general descriptions is lower than the number
reporting that they engage in specific banking or
payment activities. This indicates that actual usage
may be somewhat higher than the general questions
would indicate, and may indicate that more specific
questions may prompt respondents to remember
details about their usage in a different way. These
results also illustrate the challenges for both
researchers and respondents in how to categorize
mobile banking and payment activities as technolo-
gies continue to emerge and evolve and as consum-
ers move from exploration to adoption of new ways
of using their smartphones.

For example, mobile payment users were identified
by a general question about whether they have
engaged in any mobile payments activities over the
past 12 months.1 In addition, mobile phone users
were asked whether they had used their phone for
particular mobile payments tasks. Some respon-
dents who answered “no” to the mobile payments
question indicated they have done one or more of
these mobile payments tasks, implying the share of
people making mobile payments may be higher than
the measure of mobile payments users based on
the general definition. In the 2014 survey, 28 per-
cent of smartphone owners were identified as

mobile payments users based on their response to
the general question. By comparison, 47 percent of
smartphone owners reported completing at least one
mobile payments task, regardless of their answer to
the general question about mobile payments.2

Figure A shows the share of respondents with a
smartphone who reported completing mobile pay-
ments tasks, grouped by whether they indicated
they used mobile payments. The lighter bars repre-
sent respondents who said they had used a particu-
lar form of mobile payment but had answered “no”
to the more general question about whether they
had used any form of mobile payment.

A similar pattern is evident with the questions on
mobile banking. Thirty-nine percent of those with
mobile phones and bank accounts reported using
mobile banking in the prior 12 months based on the
general question. By comparison, 50 percent of
respondents with mobile phones and bank accounts
reported completing one or more specific mobile
banking tasks, regardless of their answer to the gen-
eral question about mobile banking.

These results illustrate that technology adoption can
be viewed as a continuum, both in terms of the
types and frequency of activities involved and in
terms of how respondents view and report their
activities. The majority of respondents were consis-
tent in providing responses indicating they were
either users or non-users of these services in their
answers to both the general questions and the

(continued on next page)

1 For the explanation of mobile payments provided to respon-
dents, see page 14.

2 For all those with mobile phones, including both feature phones
and smartphones, 22 percent reported making mobile payments
based on the general definition and 36 percent reported com-
pleting at least one mobile payments task, regardless of their
answer to the general question about mobile payments.
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their mobile phone at the POS terminal (14 per-

cent).15
Mobile payments are most commonly funded using

debit cards (55 percent), credit cards (51 percent),

directly from a bank account (41 percent), or from an

account at a non-financial institution such as PayPal

(15 percent). Only 8 percent of mobile payment users

reported that they used a prepaid debit card, and

4 percent had the charge directly applied to their

15 The most commonly reported mobile payments services used in
the last year were PayPal (43 percent), Starbucks (11 percent),
Google Wallet (9 percent), and Apple Pay (5 percent). Forty-
three percent of those who were asked the question about
mobile payment services (question 42) refused to provide an
answer. This question was asked of all those with smartphones
who had made a mobile payment in the last year. Because the
answer choices did not include options such as “Other” or “Do

not know,” refusing to answer would have been a likely response
for those who have not used these services.

Box 3. Research Note: Measuring the Use of Mobile Payments and
Mobile Banking–continued

specific task questions, although there was less con-
sistency in the responses for mobile payments use
than for mobile banking use.3 Those respondents

who provided seemingly anomalous answers did
report less frequent use of the specific services cited
than respondents who said “yes” to the general
question as well as the more specific ones. For this
reason, it is possible that some consumers are “dab-
blers” in mobile services but do not consider them-
selves more general users of the technology. It is
also possible that different questions simply
prompted different responses or that some respon-
dents misremembered and answered incorrectly.

3 Overall, 73 percent of smartphone owners provided consistent
responses on the mobile payments questions: 25 percent self-
identified as mobile payments users in response to the general
question and also reported at least one mobile payments task,
while 49 percent self-identified as not using mobile payments
based on the general question and reported no mobile payments
tasks. Overall, 86 percent of those with mobile phones and bank
accounts provided consistent responses to the mobile banking
questions: 38 percent self-identified as mobile banking users in
response to the general question and reported at least one
mobile banking task, while 48 percent self-identified as not using

mobile banking based on the general question and reported no
mobile banking tasks.

Figure A. Mobile payment tasks for smartphone users, by mobile payment self-identification

Send a remittance (used to send money to relatives or friends 

living outside the U.S through WesternUnion, USPS SureMoney, etc.)

Made a payment using a text message (including charitable donation by text message)

Paid for parking, a taxi, or public transit using an app

Received money from another person’s bank or other �nancial account (e.g., PayPal account)

Transferred money directly to another person’s bank or other 

�nancial account within the United States (e.g., PayPal account) 

Used an app to receive loyalty or reward points

Paid for a product or service at a store (including at gas pumps and for restaurant meals)

Paid bills online through a mobile web browser or app

Made an online or in-app purchase (e.g., from amazon.com or bestbuy.com)

Self-identi�ed as 

mobile payment user

Did not self-identify as 

mobile payment user

16%

13%

19%

8%

11%

6%

9%

8%

10%

4%

9%

5%

5%

2%

3%

3%

0%

0%
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phone bill. The type of payment used to fund the

mobile purchase has implications for the consumer

protections that the payer is afforded on the transac-

tion, as different payment sources are covered by dif-

ferent consumer regulations and regulatory agencies.16

Among all mobile payments users, the median

reported frequency of using mobile payments was

two times in the month prior to the survey. As with

mobile banking, there is variation among mobile

payments users in how frequently they use the service

and in types of activities. Twenty-seven percent of

mobile payments users reported they had used

mobile payments in the past 12 months but not in the

month prior to the survey. Like the overall group of

mobile payments users, the most common mobile

payment activity reported by these low-intensity

users was paying bills (31 percent).

Eighteen percent of mobile payments users reported

that they had used mobile payments more than five

times in the month prior to the survey. Compared to

all mobile payment users, these high-intensity mobile

payment users had higher rates of engaging in all

mobile payments activities and tended to engage in a

few mobile payment activities at much higher rates.17

High-intensity users more frequently made an online

or in-app purchase, paid their bills online through a

mobile web browser or app, paid for a product or ser-

vice at a store, and transferred money directly to

another person’s bank or other financial account.

Reasons for Using—or Not

Using—Mobile Payments

Getting a smartphone is the most common reason

given by consumers who have newly adopted mobile

payment activity (34 percent). Convenience is the

second-most common reason people started using

mobile payments (29 percent). The ability to make

mobile payments becoming available to them was

cited by 16 percent of users, while 9 percent indicated

that they began using mobile payments because they

became comfortable with the security.

Among those who do not use mobile payments, the

main reason they have not adopted the technology is

that they prefer to use other means of making pay-

ments: 75 percent reported that it is easier to pay

with other methods. Fifty-nine percent did not see a

benefit from using mobile payments; the same pro-

portion cited security concerns (figure 6). The inci-

dence of reasons for not using mobile payments was

generally consistent between the 2013 and 2014 sur-

veys. However, in the 2014 survey, concerns about the

security of mobile payments decreased from 63 per-

cent in 2013. Also, fewer respondents reported that

not having the necessary features on their phone

(46 percent in 2013), not understanding mobile pay-

ment options (37 percent in 2013), and the places

they shopped not accepting mobile payments (27 per-

16 For further details on how existing consumer regulations relate
to the various methods for making mobile payments, see
Stephanie Martin (2012), “Statement before the Committee on
Financial Services Subcommittee on Financial Institutions and
Consumer Credit U.S. House of Representatives” (Washington:
Federal Reserve Board, June), www.federalreserve.gov/
newsevents/testimony/martin20120629a.pdf.

17 For the purposes of this report, “high-intensity” mobile pay-
ments users are identified as those respondents who have used
mobile payments within the year prior to the 2014 survey and
have used mobile payments more frequently than 75 percent of

all mobile payments users, which corresponds to a frequency
greater than five times in the month prior to the 2014 survey.

Figure 6. Please tell us if any of the reasons below are why you do not use mobile payments

The places I shop don’t accept mobile payments

I don’t need to make any payments or someone else pays the bills

It’s dif�cult or time consuming to set up or use mobile payments

I don’t really understand all the different mobile payment options

I don’t have the necessary feature on my phone

I don’t trust the technology

I’m concerned about the security of mobile payments

I don’t see any bene�t from using mobile payments

It’s easier to pay with cash or a credit/debit card 75%

59%

59%

41%

37%

31%

31%

23%

23%

Note: The number of respondents was 2,137.
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cent in 2013) were reasons why they had not used

mobile payments.

For those worried about the security of mobile pay-

ments, the concerns roughly mirror those about

mobile banking. The main fears associated with

mobile payments include the interception of payment

information (21 percent), phone “hacking” (13 per-

cent), lost or stolen phones (10 percent), misuse of

personal information (3 percent), and malware or

viruses installed on their phone (2 percent). As with

mobile banking, the most common response was that

respondents were concerned with all of those security

risks (51 percent).

When consumers who do not use mobile payments

were asked to indicate all the mobile payment activi-

ties they would have an interest in using if their con-

cerns were addressed, 65 percent indicated that they

simply had no interest in using mobile payments even

if their concerns were addressed. This is similar to

the responses regarding mobile banking, indicating

that some consumers simply have no interest in utiliz-

ing the new technology under any circumstances. Of

the potential activities of interest to others, receiving/

using coupons on their phone was the most com-

monly cited (20 percent), followed by using a mobile

phone to pay for purchases at a store (18 percent)

(figure 7).

When those with a smartphone who did not report

making POS payments were asked if they plan to use

their mobile phone to make a payment in a store in

the next 12 months, 5 percent said they “definitely

will” and 16 percent said they “probably will.” The

majority of smartphone users said that they “prob-

ably will not” (44 percent) or “definitely will not”

(35 percent) use their phone to make an in-store

payment.

Mobile Security

One of the main reservations consumers have with

adopting mobile banking and mobile payments is

concern about the security of the technology. Despite

the increased prevalence of mobile banking and

mobile payments, a significant share of consumers

believe the technology to be unsafe or do not know

how safe it is (see box 4 for a discussion of industry

developments in securing mobile payments). Among

all mobile phone users, 25 percent believed that peo-

ple’s personal information is “somewhat unsafe”

when using mobile banking and 19 percent believed

that it is “very unsafe.” A further 15 percent of

mobile phone users simply did not know how safe it

is to use mobile banking. Only 7 percent said it is

“very safe” to use mobile banking (table 7).

When mobile phone users were asked how safe they

believe people’s personal financial information is

when they use a mobile phone to pay for a purchase

at a store, 28 percent said it was “somewhat unsafe”

and 21 percent said it was “very unsafe.” As with

mobile banking, there exists significant uncertainty

about the security of POS mobile payments, with

15 percent saying they “don’t know” whether peo-

ple’s personal financial information is safe when

making such a payment. The share of consumers

who said that POS mobile payments were “very safe”

was only 5 percent, while 30 percent said that it was

“somewhat safe” (table 8).

Figure 7. Activities you would be interested in doing if concerns about mobile payments were addressed

Transferring money to someone in another country

Making payments to another person (e.g., friend, relative, babysitter) within the United States

Receiving money from another person’s bank or other �nancial account (e.g., PayPal account)

Paying for parking, a taxi, or public transit using an app

Using your mobile phone as a “virtual wallet” to replace some cards in your wallet

Making an online or in-app purchase (e.g., from amazon.com or bestbuy.com)

Paying bills online through a mobile web browser or app

Using my mobile phone to pay for purchases at a store

Receiving/using coupons and/or reward points on your phone

None, I don’t want to use mobile payments 65%

20%

18%

15%

15%

13%

12%

12%

11%

4%

Note: The number of respondents was 2,137.
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In addition, there is a dichotomy in perceived secu-

rity among users and non-users of mobile banking

services. Among mobile phone owners who do not

use mobile banking, only 3 percent rated the overall

security of mobile banking as “very safe,” while

24 percent rated it “somewhat safe.” Nineteen per-

Box 4. Industry Developments in Securing Mobile Payments

Interest and adoption of mobile payment services
may be poised for growth as a number of develop-
ments in technology and security take hold in the
mobile financial marketplace. In this and preceding
surveys, concerns about the security of mobile pay-
ment technologies are frequently cited by non-users
as reasons for not using mobile payments. Consum-
ers have also cited, to a lesser extent, the lack of
necessary features on their phone and the lack of
acceptance of mobile payments at places where
they shop as reasons for not using mobile pay-
ments.1 Recent efforts to enhance the security of
mobile payment transactions and to apply emerging
technologies to a payments context could shape
consumers’ attitudes about and use of mobile pay-
ments in the coming years.

This survey’s results confirm that security concerns
are on the minds of many consumers. The pay-
ments industry is taking steps to enhance transac-
tion security at various points in the process, includ-
ing by working toward conversion to EMV (named
after its founders Europay, MasterCard, and Visa), a
standard payment specification for authorizing credit
and debit chip-card transactions. (This technology is
also referred to as “chip and pin” or “chip and signa-
ture.”) In order to accept in-person EMV transac-
tions, merchants install EMV-compliant checkout ter-
minals in their stores, and card issuers provide con-
sumers with new cards containing microchips that
meet the EMV standard. To encourage merchants
and card issuers to adopt this technology, the card
networks have set a deadline of October 2015, after

which they intend to shift liability for fraudulent trans-
actions to the party that is not EMV-compliant. While
not a mobile-specific development, EMV conversion
ought to decrease the forms of certain types of pay-
ment fraud, and could influence consumer prefer-
ences over time.

Increasingly, smartphone manufacturers are also
equipping devices with hardware and software to
provide more payment options—such as Near Field
Communications (NFC) antennas to interact with
in-store check-out NFC-enabled terminals—and
security features—such as fingerprint authentication
technology. Many new EMV terminals are likely to
also support NFC technology. Security-minded con-
sumers may have more confidence making a mobile
payment from a device that uses multiple layers of
security, complies with EMV standards, and/or offers
new or additional features. While these efforts are
largely undertaken by the private sector, an Octo-
ber 2014 Executive Order establishing EMV as the
standard for federal government payments may rein-
force private actions.2

The changes in the marketplace may ultimately bet-
ter protect customers’ data by reducing the amount
of data accessed and stored by merchants. New
payment card technology that replaces the real card
number with a substitute value (also known as a
token) may also make it more difficult to use card
information—on mobile devices or in other forms—
fraudulently. If successful, these efforts could
improve consumer confidence in newer payments
technology in general, possibly affecting the related
use of mobile payments.

1 In the 2014 survey, 37 percent of non-mobile payments users
cited the lack of necessary features on their phone and 23 per-
cent cited the lack of acceptance of mobile payments at places
where they shop as reasons for not using mobile payments.

2 See www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/10/17/fact-sheet-
safeguarding-consumers-financial-security.

Table 7. How safe do you believe people’s personal
information is when they use mobile banking?

Percent, except as noted

2013 2014

Very safe 6 7

Somewhat safe 32 34

Somewhat unsafe 25 25

Very unsafe 18 19

Don't know 17 15

Number of respondents 2,341 2,603

Table 8. How safe do you believe people’s personal
information is when they use a mobile phone to pay for
a purchase at a store?

Percent, except as noted

2013 2014

Very safe 4 5

Somewhat safe 30 30

Somewhat unsafe 27 28

Very unsafe 19 21

Don't know 18 15

Number of respondents 2,341 2,603
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cent of non-users indicated that they “don’t know”

how safe it is to use mobile banking. Mobile banking

users, however, rated mobile banking as “very safe”

(14 percent) or “somewhat safe” (53 percent) in

maintaining their personal information. Only 5 per-

cent of mobile banking users indicated that they

“don’t know” how safe mobile banking is at protect-

ing their personal information (figure 8).

Figure 8. How safe do you believe people’s personal information is when they use mobile banking?

Don't know

Very unsafe

Somewhat unsafe

Somewhat safe

Very safe
3%

14%

24%

53%

27%

22%

27%

6%

19%

5%

Not a mobile banking user

Mobile banking user

Note: The number of respondents was 829 mobile banking users and 1,584 non-users of mobile banking.

March 2015 21





HowMobile Phones Affect
Shopping Behavior

Interest in Mobile Services

Mobile phone users expressed significant interest in

expanding the range of functions they could perform

with their phones. Consumers were asked to select

the types of activity they would be interested in per-

forming with their mobile phones, assuming the

function were made available to them (figure 9).

Some consumers appear to be open to greater use of

their phones as a tool to get the best prices in their

shopping activities: 24 percent expressed an interest

in using their mobile phones to compare prices while

shopping; 26 percent indicate that they would like to

receive and manage discount offers and coupons; and

24 percent would like to receive location-based offers.

They also expressed an interest in using their phones

to store gift cards or track loyalty/reward points

(19 percent) and to manage their personal finances

(13 percent).

Although consumers might be willing to use their

phones to improve shopping experiences, many are

resistant to sharing their current location and per-

sonal information with companies they shop with

regularly (figure 10). Smartphone users were asked

about their level of agreement with the statement “I

am willing to allow my mobile phone to provide my

location to companies I shop with regularly so that

they can offer me discounts, promotions, or services

based on where I am.” There appears to be signifi-

cant discomfort with providing one’s location to

companies, as 33 percent indicated that they “dis-

agree” and 26 percent “strongly disagree.”

Consumers reported being even less willing to allow

their phones to be used to provide companies with

their personal information in order to receive tar-

geted discounts, promotions, and offers. When smart-

phone owners were asked about their level of agree-

ment with the statement “I am willing to allow my

mobile phone to provide personal information such

as my sex, age, friends, and shopping history to com-

panies I shop with regularly so that they can offer me

targeted discounts, promotions, or services,” 37 per-

cent chose “disagree” and 39 percent chose “strongly

disagree.”

Figure 9. Share of respondents that already do or would like to use mobile phones for any the following purposes

Organize, track and store gift cards, memberships, loyalty and reward points

Receive offers and promotions based on your location

Track your �nances, purchases, or expenses

Receive and manage discount offers and coupons

Compare prices when shopping
30%

24%

26%

29%

13%

18%

24%

13%

19%

23%

I would like to

I already do

Note: The number of respondents with mobile phones was 2,603.
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In-Store Product Research
and Price Comparison

Consumers are using their mobile phones to com-

parison shop and obtain product information while

in retail stores. The prevalence of smartphones with

barcode scanning software and Internet access has

altered consumer behavior in the retail environment.

With this technology, consumers can compare prices

across retailers while in a store or online, or locate an

item that is out of stock. Retailers have coined the

term “showrooming” to describe the practice of con-

sumers going to retail stores to examine products and

then purchasing them online.

Among smartphone owners, 47 percent said that they

have used their mobile phone to comparison shop on

the Internet while at a retail store, and 33 percent

have used a barcode scanning application for price

comparisons. Consumers are also using their smart-

phones to obtain product information: 31 percent

have scanned a QR code in a newspaper, magazine,

or billboard advertisement to obtain information

about a product, and 42 percent have used their

phone to get product reviews or product information

while shopping at a retail store.

Many consumers who use their smartphone to com-

parison shop reported that they altered their deci-

sions as a result: 69 percent who have comparison

shopped in a store reported that they changed where

they made a purchase after comparing prices, and

79 percent reported that they changed what they pur-

chased as a result of reading product reviews on their

smartphone while at a retail store.

Figure 10. Willingness to allow mobile phones to provide information

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly agree
I am willing to allow my mobile phone 

to provide my location to companies 

I shop with regularly

I am willing to allow my mobile phone 

to provide personal information to 

companies I shop with regularly

6%

3%

33%

19%

33%

37%

26%

39%

Note: The number of respondents with smartphones was 1,775.
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Use of Mobile Phones in
Financial Decisionmaking

As the use of mobile banking increases, mobile

phones are increasingly becoming tools for managing

personal finances and controlling spending. For

example, 63 percent of mobile banking users with

smartphones report using their mobile phone to

check account balances or available credit before

making a large purchase in the 12 months prior to

the survey. Of those who checked their balance or

available credit, 53 percent reported that they decided

not to buy an item because of the amount of money

in their bank account or the amount of available

credit. Many consumers have near-constant access to

their mobile phones, and these results illustrate that

these devices have the potential to provide “just-in-

time information” that can influence consumer finan-

cial behavior.

In addition, mobile phones can provide readily acces-

sible and timely prompts that may help consumers

make different, and perhaps smarter, financial deci-

sions. The actions consumers take in response to the

receipt of text message or e-mail notices from their

financial institutions demonstrate some of the poten-

tial effects of this technology for encouraging con-

sumers to engage in different financial behaviors that

may prove to have beneficial outcomes.

Figure 11. Do you receive each of the following kinds of alerts?

Saving reminders

Other

Credit card balance

Fraud

Payment due 

Deposit or withdrawal

Statement available noti�cation

Low balance 46%

42%

39%

35%

34%

16%

5%

5%

Note: The number of respondents who were mobile banking users was 459. Respondents may receive alerts from their financial institution via push notification, text message,
or e-mail.

Figure 12. Thinking of the most recent low-balance alert you received, which of the following actions did you take after
receiving the alert?

None of the above

Reduced my spending

Deposited money into the account with the low balance

Transferred money into the account with the low balance from another account 44%

31%

28%

17%

Note: The number of respondents who were mobile banking users was 211.
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More than half (57 percent) of people who use

mobile banking receive alerts from their bank (fig-

ure 11). Nearly all mobile banking users who received

a low-balance alert from their bank reported taking

some action in response: transferring money into the

account with the low-balance (44 percent), reducing

their spending (28 percent), or depositing additional

money into the account (31 percent) (figure 12). Only

17 percent reported taking no action in response to

receiving a low-balance alert.
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Conclusion

As smartphones become more common and more

versatile, they can play an increasingly large role in

the interactions between consumers and financial ser-

vice providers, retailers, and other businesses. The

near-constant presence of mobile phones in consum-

ers’ lives also makes them a potentially useful tool for

the delivery of just-in-time financial information or

as an aid in decisionmaking. Given the prevalence of

mobile phones—particularly smartphones—among

minorities, low-income individuals, and younger per-

sons, mobile technology has the potential to

empower consumers and expand access to financial

services for underserved populations. However, con-

sumers will need to understand and weigh the per-

ceived benefits and potential risks to their security

and privacy presented by the use of this evolving

technology.

The use of mobile banking has increased substan-

tially in the past year and appears likely to continue

to increase as more consumers use smartphones or

recognize the convenience of this service, and as

more financial institutions offer mobile banking. The

most common tasks for mobile banking users con-

tinue to be checking account balances and transfer-

ring funds. Use of the remote deposit capture feature

continues to grow steadily. The use of mobile pay-

ments, broadly defined, also increased from 2013 to

2014. Paying bills online and making online or in-app

purchases are the most common mobile payment

activities, followed by making a POS payment.

Among mobile payments users with smartphones,

the use of mobile phones to make payments at the

POS is essentially unchanged from the 2013 survey.

The main factors limiting consumer adoption of

mobile banking and payments are a preference for

using other methods for banking or making pay-

ments and security concerns. In terms of the value

proposition to consumers, the significant number of

mobile users who reported an interest in using their

phones to receive discounts, coupons, and promo-

tions or to track rewards and loyalty points suggests

that tying these services to a mobile payment service

may increase the attractiveness of mobile phones as a

means of payment.
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Appendix 1: Technical Appendix on
Survey Methodology

In order to create a nationally representative

probability-based sample, GfK’s KnowledgePanel®

has selected respondents based on both random digit

dialing and address-based sampling (ABS). Since

2009, new respondents have been recruited using

ABS. To recruit respondents, GfK sends out mailings

to a random selection of residential postal addresses.

Out of 100 mailings, approximately 14 households

respond to GfK and express an interest in joining the

panel. Of those who express an interest in joining,

around 64 percent complete the process and become

members of the panel.18 If the person contacted is

interested in participating but does not have a com-

puter or Internet access, GfK provides him or her

with a laptop and Internet. Panel respondents are

continuously lost to attrition and added to replenish

the panel, so the recruitment rate and enrollment rate

may vary over time.

For the 2014 mobile survey, a total of 6,892 Knowl-

edgePanel® members received e-mail invitations to

complete the survey, including both the primary

sample and a rural oversample. The primary sample

included a random selection of 2,308 out of the

2,657 KnowledgePanel® respondents who partici-

pated in the Board’s 2013 mobile survey and an addi-

tional 2,657 randomly selected KnowledgePanel®

respondents who did not participate in the Board’s

previous survey. (See table 1 in main text.) From

these two components of the primary sample, a total

of 2,925 people (excluding breakoffs) responded to

the e-mail request to participate and completed the

survey, yielding a final stage completion rate of

58.9 percent. The recruitment rate for the primary

sample, reported by GfK, was 14.6 percent and the

profile rate was 64.0 percent, for a cumulative

response rate of 5.5 percent. Answers from these

respondents were used to compute statistics pre-

sented in the main body of the report, as well as in

the tables in appendix 3.

The 2014 survey also included an oversample of

respondents residing in rural areas as defined by

Rural Urban Commuting Area (RUCA) codes.19

Respondents were selected for inclusion in the rural

oversample if the ZIP code for their residence was

classified as being in RUCA codes 7.0-10.3. Because

RUCA codes are assigned at the Census tract level,

ZIP codes meeting this criteria were identified based

on the crosswalk available from the Center for Rural

Health at the University of North Dakota. (See

ruralhealth.und.edu/ruca.) All members of Knowl-

edgePanel® residing in rural areas based on this defi-

nition, but not already included in one of the other

two samples, received an invitation to respond to the

survey. Of these additional 1,927 KnowledgePanel®

members who received invitations as a part of the

rural oversample, 1,298 people (excluding breakoffs)

responded to the e-mail request to participate and

completed the survey, yielding a final stage comple-

tion rate of 67.4 percent for the oversample. The

recruitment rate for the rural oversample, reported by

GfK, was 14.4 percent and the profile rate was

63.3 percent, for a cumulative response rate of

6.1 percent. Answers from these respondents were

combined with answers from the other two samples

and used to compute statistics presented in box 1 of

the report.

To enhance the completion rate, GfK sent e-mail

reminders to non-responders on days three and ten of

the field period. GfK maintains an ongoing modest

incentive program to encourage KnowledgePanel®

members to participate. Incentives take the form of

raffles and lotteries with cash and other prizes.

KnowlegePanel® members who were a part of the

rural oversample in the 2014 survey were offered an

additional $5 incentive for completion of the survey.

Significant resources and infrastructure are devoted

to the recruitment process for the KnowledgePanel®

18 For further details on the KnowledgePanel® sampling method-
ology and comparisons between KnowledgePanel® and tele-
phone surveys see www.knowledgenetworks.com/accuracy/
spring2010/disogra-spring10.html.

19 Information on RUCA codes is available from the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Economic Research Service. (See
www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/rural-urban-commuting-area-
codes.aspx.)
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so that the resulting panel can properly represent the

adult population of the United States. Consequently,

the raw distribution of KnowledgePanel® mirrors

that of the U.S. adults fairly closely, baring occa-

sional disparities that may emerge for certain sub-

groups due to differential attrition rates among

recruited panel members.

The selection methodology for general population

samples from the KnowledgePanel® ensures that the

resulting samples behave as an equal probability of

selection method (EPSEM) samples. This methodol-

ogy starts by weighting the entire KnowledgePanel®

to the benchmarks secured from the latest March

supplement of the Current Population Survey (CPS)

along several dimensions. This way, the weighted dis-

tribution of the KnowledgePanel® matches that of

the U.S. adults. Typically, the geo-demographic

dimensions used for weighting the entire Knowl-

edgePanel® include gender, age, race/ethnicity, educa-

tion, Census region, household income, home owner-

ship status, metropolitan area status, and Internet

access.

Using the above weights as the measure of size

(MOS) for each panel member, in the next step a

probability proportional to size (PPS) procedure is

used to select study specific samples. Since this survey

includes a rural oversample, the departure caused by

this oversample from an EPSEM design are corrected

by adjusting the corresponding design weights

accordingly with the CPS benchmarks serving as ref-

erence points.

Once the sample has been selected and fielded, and

all the study data are collected and made final, a

post-stratification process is used to adjust for any

survey non-response as well as any non-coverage or

under- and over-sampling resulting from the study-

specific sample design. The following variables were

used for the adjustment of weights for this study:

gender, age, race/ethnicity, education, Census region,

residence in a metropolitan area, access to the Inter-

net, and residence in a rural area according to the

definition used for the rural oversample. Demo-

graphic and geographic distributions for the non-

institutionalized, civilian population ages 18 and over

from the March 2014 CPS are used as benchmarks in

this adjustment. For the geographic distribution of

residence in a rural setting, the full set of members of

KnowledgePanel® was used to generate the bench-

mark since the CPS does not provide statistics on

rural status according to the criteria used to select the

oversample.

Although weights allow the sample population to

match the U.S. population based on observable char-

acteristics, similar to all survey methods, it remains

possible that non-coverage or non-response results in

differences between the sample population and the

U.S. population that are not corrected using weights.

There are several reasons that a probability-based

Internet panel was selected as the method for this

survey rather than an alternative survey method. The

first reason is that these types of Internet surveys

have been found to be representative of the popula-

tion.20 The second reason is that the ABS Internet

panel allows the same respondents to be

re-interviewed in subsequent surveys with relative

ease, as they remain in the panel for several years.

The third reason is that Internet panel surveys have

numerous existing data points on respondents from

previously administered surveys, including detailed

demographic and economic information. This allows

for the inclusion of additional information on

respondents without increasing respondent burden.

Lastly, collecting data through an ABS Internet panel

survey is cost effective, and can be done relatively

quickly.

There are possible questions about the extent to

which results from an online survey of technology

use can be interpreted as being representative of the

technology use of the U.S. population. As with any

survey method, Internet panels can be subject to

biases resulting from undercoverage or nonresponse

and, in this case, potential underrepresentation of

adults who are physically or cognitively impaired or

who may prefer not to use some forms of technology.

Not everyone in the United States has access to the

Internet and there are demographic (income, educa-

tion, age) and geographic (urban and rural) differ-

ences between those who do have access and those

who do not. These concerns are partially corrected by

GfK providing Internet access to respondents who

do not have it in order to include the portion of the

population that does not have Internet access in

KnowledgePanel®. They are further corrected by the

use of post-stratification weights to ensure that the

Internet usage and key demographics of the weighted

sample population matches the entire U.S. popula-

tion. That said, participation in this type of survey

20 David S. Yeager, Jon A. Krosnick, LinChiat Chang, Harold S.
Javitz, Matthew S. Levendusky, Alberto Simpser, and Rui Wang
(2011), “Comparing the Accuracy of RDD Telephone Surveys
and Internet Surveys Conducted with Probability and Non-
Probability Samples,” Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 75(4), pp.
709–47.
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may require a certain level of skill and interest in

responding online, which could limit coverage of

some groups, particularly among those in the popula-

tion who are less likely to use computers or the Inter-

net. As a result, to the extent that these differences

cannot be incorporated into the sample weights, tech-

nology usage among survey respondents may differ

along key dimensions from that of the overall U.S.

population.
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Appendix 2: Survey of Consumers’ Use of
Mobile Financial Services
2014—Questionnaire

Below is a reproduction of the survey instrument in its entirety. The bracketed text

are programming instructions that (1) indicate whether or not a question is single

choice [SP] or multiple choice [MP] and (2) represent any skip pattern used to

reach that question and which questions should be grouped together on a page.

The respondents only saw the questions and response options; they did not see the

program code.

[DISPLAY]

OMB Control Number: 7100-0359

Expiration Date: 04/30/2017

For more information, click here.

The Federal Reserve Board is interested in learning more about how people man-

age their finances, shop, and make payments. We are also interested in how people

interact with financial institutions, and how mobile phones and other technology

facilitate these interactions. The information collected in this survey will be used

for research, analysis, and policymaking. A dataset containing anonymized

responses may also be released publicly on the Federal Reserve Board’s website.

We appreciate your participation in this survey.

To begin, we are going to ask a few questions about the types of financial products

and services that you use.

[PROGRAM INSTRUCTION]

[If “For more information…” clicked, display this text in a new tab or window]

The Federal Reserve may not conduct or sponsor, and an organization is not

required to respond to, a collection of information unless it displays a currently

valid OMB control number. Public reporting burden for this information collec-

tion is estimated to average 0.18 hours, including the time to gather data in the

required form and to review instructions and complete the information collection.

Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collec-

tion of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden to: Secretary,

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 20th and C Streets, NW,

Washington, DC 20551, and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork

Reduction Project (7100-0359), Washington, DC 20503.
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Banking Section

[SP][SAME AS Q1 IN S16674]

1. Do you or does your spouse/partner currently have some type of bank or

credit union account such as a checking, savings, or money market account?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF Q1 = B][SAME AS Q2 IN S16674]

2. Have you or your spouse/partner ever had some type of bank or credit union

account such as a checking, savings, or money market account?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP]

4a. A prepaid debit card, also known as a general purpose prepaid card, is loaded

with money and can be used to make payments in stores and online. It works

much like a debit card except that it is not connected to a traditional bank

account. A prepaid debit card is NOT a credit card.

Have you used a prepaid debit card in the past 12 months?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP]

5. Remittances are used to send money to relatives or friends living outside the

U.S. For example money can be sent through a bank, WesternUnion, or an

app on your mobile phone.

Have you sent a remittance in the past 12 months?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP]

5a. In the past 12 months, have you used a money order, check cashing service,

pawn shop loan, auto title loan, paycheck advance/deposit advance, or a pay-

day loan?

a. Yes

b. No

[IF Q1 = A; DISPLAY; SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS Q16]

In this section we would like to ask you about how you interact with your bank or

credit union.
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[IF Q1 = A; NUMBER BOXES; RANGE: 1-3; UNIQUE VALUES; SHOWON

SAME SCREEN AS DISPLAY]

16. What are the three main ways you (or your spouse/partner) interact with your

bank or credit union when you use your accounts? Use number 1 for most

often, 2 for 2nd most often, 3 for 3rd most often used. (You can stop number-

ing below if all the ways you interact with your bank or credit union are cov-

ered in less than three responses).

a. ATM/Cash machine

b. A teller in person at a branch

c. Mail

d. Phone – Talking or using touchtone service

e. Over the Internet using a computer/tablet

f. Mobile phone app, mobile web browser, or SMS/text message

g. Family member, friend, or neighbor does the banking for me

h. Other (please specify):[TXT]________________________________

[SP, IF Q1 = A]

6. Have you visited a bank branch and spoken with a teller or a bank employee in

the past 12 months?

a. Yes

b. No

[IF Q6=A; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-99]

7. In the past month, about how many times have you visited a branch and spo-

ken with a teller or a bank employee? If none enter “0”. _____times in the past

month

[SP, IF Q1=A]

8. Which of the following best describes the location of your bank or credit

union branch that you typically visit when you need to speak with a teller or

bank employee?

a. I visit a branch close to my home, work, school or other place I go to

frequently.

b. I must go out of my way or travel for a while to visit a branch.

c. I am not able to visit a branch because my bank does not have a branch in

my area.

d. I do not need to visit a branch.

[IF Q8= A OR B; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-999]

9. About how long does it take you to travel to the branch you typically visit (one

way)? _____ minutes
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[SP, IF Q1 = A]

10. Have you used an ATM for any banking transactions in the past 12 months?

a. Yes

b. No

[IF Q10=A; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-99]

11. In the past month, about how many times have you used an ATM for banking

transactions? If none enter “0”. ______times in the past month

[SP, IF Q1=A]

12. Which of the following best describes the location of the ATM that you typi-

cally use for banking transactions?

a. I use an ATM close to my home, work, school or other place I go to

frequently.

b. I must go out of my way or travel for a while to access the ATM.

c. I am not able to use an ATM for banking transactions because there is not

an ATM in my area.

d. I do not use an ATM.

[IF Q12=A OR B; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-999]

13. About how long does it take you to travel to the ATM you typically visit (one

way)? _____ minutes

[SP, IF Q1 = A]

14. Telephone banking is when you access your account by calling a phone number

that your bank has provided. You interact with the system using either voice

commands, your phone’s numeric keypad, or speaking with a live customer

service representative. It does not include accessing your bank using the inter-

net or apps on your mobile phone.

Have you used telephone banking in the past 12 months, either with a land-

line phone or your mobile phone?

a. Yes

b. No

[IF Q14=A; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-99]

15. In the past month, about how many times have you used telephone banking to

access your account? If none enter “0”. ______times in the past month

[DISPLAY] [SAME AS S16674]

In this section we’ll ask a few questions about your use of the Internet. Right now

we are just interested in your use of the Internet on a computer (desktop, laptop) or

tablet. Later on we will ask about use of the Internet on mobile phones.
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[SP]

17. Do you currently have regular access to the internet, either at your home or

outside your home (e.g., at school, work, public library, etc.) that is not pro-

vided by GfK, formerly Knowledge Networks?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP]

18. Which of the following best describes how easy it is for you to access the Inter-

net on a desktop, laptop, or tablet (e.g., iPad)?

a. Access is almost always available.

b. Access is not always available, but is available at locations that are conve-

nient for me (e.g., home, work, school).

c. Access is available only at locations that require extra effort or planning to

get to.

[SP, IF Q1=A]

19. Online banking involves checking your account balance and recent transac-

tions, transferring money, paying bills, or conducting other related transac-

tions with your bank or credit union using the Internet.

Have you used online banking on a desktop, laptop, or tablet (e.g., iPad) com-

puter in the past 12 months?

a. Yes

b. No

[IF Q19=A; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-99]

20. In the past month, about how many times have you used online banking on a

desktop, laptop, or tablet (e.g., iPad) computer? If none enter “0”.

______times in the past month

Screener Question on Mobile Phone Usage

[DISPLAY][SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q18]

In this section we would like to ask you about your use of mobile phones (cell

phones).

[SP, PROMPT, TERMINATE IF SKIPPED]

21. Do you own or have regular access to a mobile phone (cell phone)?

a. Yes → [MOBILE = “YES”]

b. No → [MOBILE = “NO”]
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DOV: MOBILE

1: “YES”

2: “NO”

[SP, IF MOBILE = “YES”]

22. A smartphone is a mobile phone with features that may enable it to access the

web, send e-mails, download apps, and interact with computers. Smartphones

include the iPhone, BlackBerry, as well as Android and Windows Mobile-

powered devices.

Is your mobile phone a smartphone?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF Q22 = A]

23. Which type of smartphone do you have?

a. Android

b. BlackBberry

c. iPhone

d. Windows Mobile

e. Amazon Fire

f. Other

g. Don’t know

[SP, IF MOBILE = “YES”]

24. How confident are you in your ability to understand and navigate the technol-

ogy and features of your mobile phone?

a. Very confident

b. Somewhat confident

c. Not confident

[SP, IF Q22 = A]

25. Do you password protect your smartphone? Please count using a PIN, draw-

ing a pattern, fingerprint or facial recognition, and other methods of securing

your phone as password protection.

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF MOBILE= “YES”]
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27. Which of the following best describes how easy it is for you to access the inter-

net on your mobile phone through either WiFi or a wireless network (3G, 4G,

LTE)?

a. Access is almost always available.

b. Access is not always available, but is available at locations that are conve-

nient for me (e.g., home, work, school).

c. Access is available only at locations that require extra effort or planning to

get to.

d. Access is not available.

e. I do not need access to the Internet on my mobile phone.

Mobile Banking Users

[MOBILE = “YES” AND Q1 =A]

[DISPLAY; SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS Q28 and Q29]

Mobile banking uses a mobile phone to access your bank or credit union account.

This can be done either by accessing your bank or credit union’s web page through

the web browser on your mobile phone, via text messaging, or by using an app

downloaded to your mobile phone.

[SP, MOBILE = “YES” AND Q1 =A; SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS

Q29]

28. Does your bank or credit union offer mobile banking?

a. Yes

b. No

c. Don’t know

[SP, MOBILE = “YES” AND Q1 =A; SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN ASs

Q28]

29. Have you used mobile banking in the past 12 months?

a. Yes → [MOBILEBANK = “YES”]

b. No → [MOBILEBANK = “NO”]

DOV: MOBILEBANK

1 “YES”

2 “NO”

[SP, IF MOBILE = “NO”]

30. Do you plan to use mobile banking in the next 12 months?

a. Definitely will use
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b. Probably will use

c. Probably will not use

d. Definitely will not use

[MOBILE = “YES” and Q1=A; GRID; SP ACROSS]

[SHOW THIS TEXT INSTEAD OF DEFAULT INSTRUCTIONS: Please

answer yes or no to each option]

32. Using your mobile phone, have you done each of the following in the past

12 months.

1
Yes

0
No

a. Downloaded your bank’s mobile banking app on your mobile phone

b. Checked an account balance or checked recent transactions

c. Made a bill payment using your bank’s online banking website or
banking app

d. Received an alert (e.g., a text message, push notification, or e-mail) from
your bank

e. Transferred money between your bank accounts

f. Transferred money from your bank account to another person

g. Deposited a check to your account electronically using your mobile phone
camera

h. Located the closest in-network ATM for your bank

[IF MOBILEBANK= “YES”; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-999]

33. In the past month, how many times have you personally used mobile banking?

If none, enter “0.” ______ times in the last month.

[SP, IF MOBILEBANK= “YES”; SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q33]

34. When did you start using mobile banking?

a. In the last 6 months

b. 6 to 12 months ago

c. 1 to 2 years ago

d. More than 2 years ago

e. I don’t remember

[SP, IF MOBILEBANK= “YES”]

35. What was the main reason why you started using mobile banking when

you did?

a. I got a smartphone

b. My bank started offering the service

c. There is no bank branch or ATM near my home or work

d. I became comfortable with the security of mobile banking

e. I liked the convenience of mobile banking
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f. To receive fraud alerts or check my account for fraudulent transactions

g. Other (please specify):[TXT]_____________

Mobile Payments Users

[MOBILE = “YES”]

[DISPLAY; SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q36]

Mobile payments are purchases, bill payments, charitable donations, payments to

another person, or any other payments made using a mobile phone. You can do

this either by accessing a web page through the web browser on your mobile

device, by sending a text message (SMS), or by using a downloadable app on your

mobile device. The amount of the payment may be applied to your phone bill (for

example, Red Cross text message donation), charged to your credit card, deducted

from a prepaid card, or withdrawn directly from your bank account.

[SP, MOBILE = “YES”]

36. Have you made a mobile payment in the past 12 months?

a. Yes → [MOBILEPAY = “YES”]

b. No → [MOBILEPAY = “NO”]

DOV: MOBILEPAY

1 “YES”

2 “NO”

[SP, MOBILE = “YES”; GRID; SP ACROSS]

[SHOW THIS TEXT INSTEAD OF DEFAULT INSTRUCTIONS: Please

answer yes or no to each option]

37. Using your mobile phone, have you done each of the following in the past

12 months?
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PROGRAMMING NOTE: CODE “Yes” AS 1, “No” AS 0, AND

REFUSED AS -1.

1
Yes

0
No

a. Transferred money directly to another person’s bank or other financial
account within the United States (e.g., Paypal account)

b. Send a remittance (used to send money to relatives or friends living outside
the U.S through WesternUnion, USPS SureMoney, etc.)

c. Received money from another person’s bank or other financial account
(e.g., Paypal account)

d. Paid for a product or service at a store (including at gas pumps and for
restaurant meals)

e. Paid for parking, a taxi, or public transit using an app

f. Paid bills online through a mobile web browser or app

g. Made a payment using a text message (including charitable donation by
text message)

h. Used an app to receive loyalty or reward points

i. Made an online purchase or in-app purchase (e.g., from amazon.com or
bestbuy.com)

[IF MOBILEPAY = “YES”; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-99]

38. In the past month, how many times have you used your mobile phone to make

any type of mobile payment? If none, please enter “0.” ______times in the last

month.

[IF Q37d=”YES”; GRID; SP ACROSS; SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q40]

[SHOW THIS TEXT INSTEAD OF DEFAULT INSTRUCTIONS: Please

answer yes or no to each option]

39. When you have used your mobile phone to pay for something at a store in the

past 12 months, have you used your phone in each of these different ways?

PROGRAMMING NOTE: CODE “Yes” AS 1, “No” AS 0, AND

REFUSED AS -1.

1
Yes

0
No

a. Waved or tapped my mobile phone to pay at check out (e.g., Google Wallet
or Apple Pay)

b. Scanned a barcode or QR code using your mobile phone to make a mobile
payment (e.g., Starbucks app)

c. Used a mobile app that doesn’t require tapping the phone to pay at check
out or scanning a barcode to pay for a purchase (e.g., Square Wallet)

d. Other (please specify): [txt]________________

[IF Q37d = “YES”; NUMBER BOX; RANGE: 0-99; SHOWON SAME

SCREEN AS Q39]

40. In the past month, about how many times have you used your mobile phone to

pay for a product or service at a store? If none, please enter “0.” ______times

in the last month.

[MP, IF MOBILEPAY = “YES”]

41. When making mobile payments, which of the following payment methods do

you use?
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a. Credit card

b. Debit card

c. Prepaid debit card

d. Bank account

e. Charge to your phone bill

f. Account at a non-financial institution (e.g., PayPal)

g. Other (please specify):[TXT]_________________________________

[MP, IF MOBILEPAY = “YES” AND Q22= A]

42. Have you used any of the following mobile payment services in the past

12 months?

a. Starbucks mobile payments

b. Google Wallet

c. Square Wallet

d. Apple Pay

e. Deluxe eCheck

f. Amazon’s Firefly

g. CardNay

h. PayPal

i. LevelUp

j. Dwolla

k. Softcard

l. Tabbedout

[SP, IF MOBILEPAY= “YES”; SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q44]

43. When did you start using mobile payments?

a. In the last 6 months

b. 6 to 12 months ago

c. 1 to 2 years ago

d. More than 2 years ago

e. I don’t remember

[SP, IF MOBILEPAY= “YES”; SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q43]

44. What was the main reason why you started using mobile payments when

you did?

a. I got a smartphone

b. The ability to make mobile payments became available

c. I became comfortable with the security of mobile payments
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d. I liked the convenience of mobile payments

e. A store I visit started offering the service

f. To take advantage of loyalty or rewards points and discounts

g. Other (please specify):[TXT]_____________

Non-Mobile Banking Users

[IF MOBILEBANK=“NO” and Q28 = A]

[DISPLAY; SHOWON SAME PAGE AS Q45]

We would like to ask you about some of your reasons for not using mobile

banking.

[IF MOBILEBANK= “NO” ANDMOBILE= “YES” AND Q28 = A]

[GRID; SP ACROSS; SHOWON SAME PAGE AS DISPLAY]

[SHOW THIS TEXT INSTEAD OF DEFAULT INSTRUCTIONS: Please

answer yes or no to each option]

45. Please tell us if each of the reasons below are why you do not use mobile

banking.

PROGRAMMING NOTE: CODE “Yes” AS 1, “No” AS 0, AND

REFUSED AS -1.

1
Yes

0
No

a. I’m concerned about the security of mobile banking

b. My banking needs are being met without mobile banking

c. I don’t see any reason to use mobile banking

d. The mobile phone screen is too small

e. I don’t have a smartphone

f. My bank charges a fee for using mobile banking

g. I don’t do the banking in my household

h. I don’t trust the technology

i. It’s too difficult to use mobile banking

[SP, IF Q45a = “Yes”]

46. You mentioned that security was one of your top concerns with mobile bank-

ing; which one of the following security aspects are you most concerned with?

a. My phone getting hacked

b. Someone using my phone without permission to access my account

c. Someone intercepting my data

d. Losing my phone or having my phone stolen

e. Malware or viruses being installed on my phone

f. Companies misusing my personal information
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g. All of the above

h. Other (please specify):[TXT]_________________________________

[MP, IF MOBILEBANK= “NO” AND Q28=A]

47. Assuming that the concerns that you have about using mobile banking were

addressed, would you be interested in doing any of the following activities

with your mobile phone?

a. Download your bank’s mobile banking app

b. Check an account balance or check recent transactions

c. Make bill payments using your bank’s online banking website or app

d. Receive alerts (e.g., text message, push notification, or e-mail) from

your bank

e. Deposit a check electronically using your mobile phone camera

f. Transfer money between your bank accounts

g. Transfer money from your bank account to another person

h. Locate the closest in-network ATM or branch for your bank

i. None, I don’t want to use mobile banking [Exclusive]

[MP, IF Q28=B OR Q28=C]

48. You mentioned that your bank does not offer mobile banking or you are not

sure if you bank offers it. If your bank or credit union were to offer mobile

banking, would you be interested in doing any of the following activities with

your mobile phone?

a. Download your bank’s mobile banking app

b. Check an account balance or check recent transactions

c. Make bill payments using your bank’s online banking website or app

d. Receive alerts (e.g., text message, push notification, or e-mail) from

your bank

e. Deposit a check electronically using your mobile phone camera

f. Transfer money between your bank accounts

g. Transfer money from your bank account to another person

h. Locate the closest in-network ATM or branch for your bank

i. None, I don’t want to use mobile banking [Exclusive]

Non-Mobile Payments Users

[IF MOBILEPAY = “NO”]

[DISPLAY; shown on the same page as Q49]

March 2015 45



We would like to ask you about some of your reasons for not using mobile

payments

[IF MOBILEPAY = “NO” ANDMOBILE = “YES”]

[GRID; SP ACROSS]

[SHOW THIS TEXT INSTEAD OF DEFAULT INSTRUCTIONS: Please

answer yes or no to each option]

49. Please tell us if any of the reasons below are why you do not use mobile

payments.

PROGRAMMING NOTE: CODE “Yes” AS 1, “No” AS 0, AND

REFUSED AS -1.

1
Yes

0
No

a. I’m concerned about the security of mobile payments

b. It’s easier to pay with cash or a credit/debit card

c. I don’t see any benefit from using mobile payments

d. The places I shop don’t accept mobile payments

e. I don’t have the necessary feature on my phone

f. I don’t trust the technology

g. It’s difficult or time consuming to set up or use mobile payments

h. I don’t need to make any payments or someone else pays the bills

i. I don’t really understand all the different mobile payment options

[SP, IF Q49a = “YES”]

50. You mentioned that security was one of your top concerns with mobile pay-

ments; which one of these security aspects are you most concerned with?

a. My phone getting hacked

b. Someone intercepting my payment information or other data

c. Losing my phone or having my phone stolen

d. Malware or viruses being installed on my phone

e. Companies misusing my personal information

f. All of the above

g. Other (please specify):[txt]________________________________

[MP, IF MOBILEPAY = “NO”]

51. Assuming that the reason(s) why you do not currently use mobile payments

was addressed, would you be interested in doing any of the following activities

with your mobile phone?

a. Making payments to another person (e.g., friend, relative, babysitter)

within the United States

b. Transferring money to someone in another country

c. Using my mobile phone to pay for purchases at a store

d. Paying for parking, a taxi, or public transit using an app
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e. Paying bills online through a mobile web browser or app

f. Using your mobile phone as a “virtual wallet” to replace some cards in

your wallet

g. Making an online or in-app purchase (e.g., from amazon.com or

bestbuy.com)

h. Receiving money from another person’s bank or other financial account

(e.g., Paypal account)

i. Receiving/using coupons and/or reward points on your phone

j. None, I don’t want to use mobile payments [Exclusive]

[SP, IF Q37d= “NO”]

52. You indicated that you have not made a mobile payment in a store in the last

12 months. Do you plan to use your mobile phone to make a payment in a

store in the next 12 months?

a. Definitely will use

b. Probably will use

c. Probably will not use

d. Definitely will not use

Mobile Financial Services Security Questions

[MOBILE = “YES” FOR QUESTIONS 53 THROUGH 54]

[DISPLAY, SHOW IT ON THE SAME SCREENWITH Q53 TO Q54]

Please rate your perception of the level of security for each of the following mobile

financial services from Very Safe to Very Unsafe.

[SP, SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS Q54]

53. How safe do you believe people’s personal information is when they use

mobile banking?

a. Very safe

b. Somewhat safe

c. Somewhat unsafe

d. Very unsafe

e. Don’t know

[SP, SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS Q53]

54. How safe do you believe people’s personal information is when they use a

mobile phone to pay for a purchase at a store?

a. Very safe

b. Somewhat safe

March 2015 47



c. Somewhat unsafe

d. Very unsafe

e. Don’t know

[SP, GRID; IF MOBILE = “YES”]

55. Would you like to or do you already use your mobile phone for any of the fol-

lowing purposes?

1
I already do

2
I would like to

3
I am unlikely to

a. Track your finances, purchases, or expenses

b. Organize, track and store gift cards, memberships, loyalty
and reward points

c. Compare prices when shopping

d. Receive and manage discount offers and coupons

e. Receive offers and promotions based on your location

[SP, IF Q22=A]

[DISPLAY][SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS Q56 AND Q57]

For the following two questions please rate how much you agree or disagree with

the statement on a scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree.

[SP, IF Q22=A]

[SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS Q57]

56. I am willing to allow my mobile phone to provide my location to companies I

shop with regularly so that they can offer me discounts, promotions, or ser-

vices based on where I am.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Disagree

d. Strongly disagree

[SP, IF Q22=A]

[SHOWON THE SAME SCREEN AS Q56]

57. I am willing to allow my mobile phone to provide personal information such

as my sex, age, friends, and shopping history to companies I shop with regu-

larly so that they can offer me targeted discounts, promotions, or services.

a. Strongly agree

b. Agree

c. Disagree

d. Strongly disagree
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Shopping Behavior Questions

[IF MOBILE= “YES” AND Q22=A]

[DISPLAY][SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q58]

In this section we would like to ask you about your shopping habits.

[SP, IF MOBILE= “YES” AND Q22=A][SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q59]

58. Have you ever used your mobile phone to comparison shop over the Internet

while at a retail store?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF MOBILE= "YES" AND Q22=A][SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q58]

59. Have you ever used a barcode scanning app on your mobile phone while shop-

ping at a retail store to find the best price for an item?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF Q58 = A OR Q59 = A]

61. Has using your mobile phone to compare prices while you were shopping at a

retail store ever changed where you made your purchase?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF MOBILE= "YES" AND Q22=A][SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q62]

60. Have you ever scanned a QR code (similar to a barcode) in a retail store, news-

paper, magazine, or billboard advertisement to obtain information about a

product on your mobile phone?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF MOBILE= "YES" AND Q22=A][SHOWON SAME SCREEN AS Q60]

62. Have you ever used your mobile phone to browse product reviews or get prod-

uct information while shopping at a retail store? This could be done by, for

example, googling the product on your mobile browser or scanning a QR

code.

a. Yes

b. No
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[SP, IF Q62 = A]

63. Has reading product reviews on your mobile phone while shopping at a retail

store ever changed which item you ended up purchasing?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF MOBILEBANK = “YES” AND Q22 = A]

64. In the past 12 months, have you used your mobile phone to check your

account balance or available credit before making a large purchase?

a. Yes

b. No

[SP, IF Q64 = A]

65. Thinking of the most recent time that you checked your account balance or

available credit before making a large purchase, did you decide not to buy that

particular item because of the amount of money left in your account or the

amount of your available credit?

a. Yes

b. No

Financial Management (Saving, Budgeting) Questions

[MP, IF Q32 = D]

66. You previously mentioned that you receive text message, push notifications, or

e-mail alerts from your financial institution. Do you receive each of the follow-

ing kinds of alerts?

a. Low balance

b. Payment due

c. Saving reminders

d. Fraud

e. Credit card balance

f. Deposit or withdrawal

g. Statement available notification

h. Other (please specify):[txt]___________________________

[MP, IF Q66= A]

67. Thinking of the most recent low-balance alert you received, which of the fol-

lowing actions did you take after receiving the alert?

a. Transferred money into the account with the low balance from another

account
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b. Deposited money into the account with the low balance

c. Reduced my spending

d. None of the above [Exclusive]

March 2015 51





Appendix 3: Consumer Responses to
Survey Questionnaire

Table C.1. Do you or does your spouse/partner currently
have some type of bank or credit union account such as a
checking, savings, or money market account?

Percent, except as noted

Q1

Refused 0.3

Yes 87.0

No 12.7

Number of respondents 2,925

Table C.2. Have you or your spouse/partner ever had some
type of bank or credit union account such as a checking,
savings, or money market account?

Percent, except as noted

Q2

Refused 1.2

Yes 30.5

No 68.3

Number of respondents 233

Table C.3. Have you used a prepaid debit card in the
past 12 months?

Q4a

Refused 0.1

Yes 19.8

No 80.1

Number of respondents 2,925

Table C.4. Have you sent a remittance in the past
12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q5

Refused 0.3

Yes 7.4

No 92.3

Number of respondents 2,925

Table C.5. In the past 12 months, have you used a
money order, check cashing service, pawn shop loan, auto
title loan, paycheck advance/deposit advance, or a payday
loan?

Percent, except as noted

Q5a

Refused 0.3

Yes 16.7

No 83.0

Number of respondents 2,925

Table C.6. What are the three main ways you (or your
spouse/partner) interact with your bank or credit union
when you use your accounts? Use number 1 for most often,
2 for 2nd most often, 3 for 3rd most often used.

Percent, except as noted

Q16 1 2 3

Refused/no rank 0.8 6.8 16.9

ATM/cash machine 30.0 25.1 17.7

A teller in person at a branch 25.9 24.6 23.9

Mail 1.8 4.1 7.7

Phone – talking or using touchtone
service 2.2 8.6 12.2

Over the Internet using a
computer/tablet 30.0 20.6 12.0

Mobile phone app, mobile web browser,
or SMS/text message 7.5 8.7 7.4

Family member, friend, or neighbor does
the banking for me 1.5 1.4 2.0

Other 0.4 0.3 0.3

Number of respondents 2,685

Table C.7. Have you visited a bank branch and spoken with
a teller or a bank employee in the past 12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q6

Refused 0.2

Yes 87.3

No 12.5

Number of respondents 2,685
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Table C.8. In the past month, about how many times have
you visited a branch and spoken with a teller or a bank
employee? If none enter “0”.

Q7

Refused (percent) 0.3

Total respondents with zero uses (percent) 23.3

Mean number of uses (at least one use) 2.9

Median number of uses (at least one use) 2.0

Number of respondents 2,389

Table C.9. Which of the following best describes the
location of your bank or credit union branch that you
typically visit when you need to speak with a teller or
bank employee?

Percent, except as noted

Q8

Refused 0.2

I visit a branch close to my home, work, school, or other place
I go to frequently 85.0

I must go out of my way or travel for a while to visit a branch 7.0

I am not able to visit a branch because my bank does not have
a branch in my area 2.3

I do not need to visit a branch 5.5

Number of respondents 2,685

Table C.10. About how long does it take you to travel to the
branch you typically visit (one way)?

Q9

Refused (percent) 0.2

Mean number of minutes 10.3

Median number of minutes 8.0

Number of respondents 2,484

Table C.11. Have you used an ATM for any banking
transactions in the past 12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q10

Refused 0.2

Yes 75.2

No 24.6

Number of respondents 2,685

Table C.12. In the past month, about how many times
have you used an ATM for banking transactions? If none
enter “0”.

Q11

Refused (percent) 0.6

Total respondents with zero uses (percent) 15.0

Mean number of uses (at least one use) 3.9

Median number of uses (at least one use) 3.0

Number of respondents 1,977

Table C.13. Which of the following best describes the
location of the ATM that you typically use for banking
transactions?

Percent, except as noted

Q12

Refused 0.4

I use an ATM close to my home, work, school, or other place I
go to frequently 75.0

I must go out of my way or travel for a while to access
the ATM 4.0

I am not able to use an ATM for banking transactions because
there is not an ATM in my area 0.6

I do not use an ATM 20.0

Number of respondents 2,685

Table C.14. About how long does it take you to travel to the
ATM you typically use (one way)?

Q13

Refused (percent) 0.5

Mean number of minutes 8.4

Median number of minutes 5.0

Number of respondents 2,073

Table C.15. Have you used telephone banking in the
past 12 months, either with a land-line phone or your
mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Q14

Refused 0.3

Yes 32.7

No 67.0

Number of respondents 2,685
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Table C.16. In the past month, about how many times have
you used telephone banking to access your account? If
none enter “0”.

Q15

Refused (percent) 0.3

Total respondents with zero uses (percent) 27.1

Mean number of uses (at least one use) 3.8

Median number of uses (at least one use) 2.0

Number of respondents 815

Table C.17. Do you currently have regular access to the
Internet, either at your home or outside your home (e.g., at
school, work, public library, etc.) that is not provided by
GfK, formerly Knowledge Networks?

Percent, except as noted

Q17

Refused 0.4

Yes 88.0

No 11.6

Number of respondents 2,925

Table C.18. Which of the following best describes how easy
it is for you to access the Internet on a desktop, laptop, or
tablet (e.g., iPad)?

Percent, except as noted

Q18

Refused 1.4

Access is almost always available 83.5

Access is not always available, but is available at locations
that are convenient for me (e.g., home, work, school) 11.1

Access is available only at locations that require extra effort or
planning to get to 4.0

Number of respondents 2,925

Table C.19. Have you used online banking on a desktop,
laptop, or tablet (e.g., iPad) computer in the past
12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q19

Refused 0.6

Yes 73.7

No 25.7

Number of respondents 2,685

Table C.20. In the past month, about how many times have
you used online banking on a desktop, laptop, or tablet
(e.g., iPad) computer? If none enter “0”.

Q20

Refused (percent) 0.1

Total respondents with zero uses (percent) 5.0

Mean number of uses (at least one use) 9.1

Median number of uses (at least one use) 5.0

Number of respondents 2,026

Table C.21. Do you own or have regular access to a mobile
phone (cell phone)?

Percent, except as noted

Q21

Yes 86.8

No 13.2

Number of respondents 2,925

Table C.22. Is your mobile phone a smartphone?

Percent, except as noted

Q22

Refused 0.3

Yes 70.9

No 28.8

Number of respondents 2,603

Table C.23. Which type of smartphone do you have?

Percent, except as noted

Q23

Android 47.7

BlackBerry 1.1

iPhone 44.1

Windows Mobile 1.8

Amazon Fire 0.3*

Other 3.2

Don’t know 1.9

Number of respondents 1,775

* Fewer than 10 responses were received for this option.
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Table C.24. How confident are you in your ability to
understand and navigate the technology and features of
your mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Q24

Refused 0.5

Very confident 54.0

Somewhat confident 33.5

Not confident 12.0

Number of respondents 2,603

Table C.25. Do you password protect your smartphone?

Percent, except as noted

Q25

Refused 0.6

Yes 69.2

No 30.2

Number of respondents 1,775

Table C.26. Which of the following best describes how easy
it is for you to access the Internet on your mobile phone
through either WiFi or a wireless network (3G, 4G, LTE)?

Percent, except as noted

Q27

Refused 0.7

Access is almost always available 63.0

Access is not always available, but is available at locations
that are convenient for me (e.g., home, work, school) 9.1

Access is available only at locations that require extra effort or
planning to get to 1.3

Access is not available 7.4

I do not need access to the Internet on my mobile phone 18.6

Number of respondents 2,603

Table C.27. Does your bank or credit union offer
mobile banking?

Percent, except as noted

Q28

Refused 0.4

Yes 74.0

No 4.1

Don’t know 21.5

Number of respondents 2,437

Table C.28. Have you used mobile banking in the past
12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q29

Refused 1.2

Yes 38.7

No 60.1

Number of respondents 2,437

Table C.29. Do you plan to use mobile banking in the next
12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q30

Definitely will use 1.2

Probably will use 9.8

Probably will not use 45.4

Definitely will not use 43.7

Number of respondents 1,584
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Table C.30. Using your mobile phone, have you done each of
the following in the past 12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q32

No/refused to all 46.6

Downloaded your bank’s mobile banking app on your
mobile phone 30.2

Checked an account balance or checked recent transactions 44.9

Made a bill payment using your bank’s online banking website
or banking app 21.0

Received an alert (e.g., a text message, push notification, or
e-mail) from your bank 28.5

Transferred money between your bank accounts 26.8

Transferred money from your bank account to another person 10.4

Deposited a check to your account electronically using your
mobile phone camera 20.1

Located the closest in-network ATM or branch for your bank 20.2

Number of respondents 2,437

Note: This question was asked of those with a mobile phone and a bank account
and includes those who did not identify themselves as having used mobile
banking in the previous 12 months.

Table C.31. In the past month, about how many times have
you personally used mobile banking?

Q33

Refused (percent) 3.5

Total respondents with zero uses (percent) 6.4

Mean number of uses (at least one use) 10.0

Median number of uses (at least one use) 5.0

Number of respondents 829

Table C.32. When did you start using mobile banking?

Percent, except as noted

Q34

Refused 5.1

In the last 6 months 14.6

6 to 12 months ago 11.6

1 to 2 years ago 27.6

More than 2 years ago 36.3

I don’t remember 4.7

Number of respondents 829

Table C.33. What was the main reason why you started
using mobile banking when you did?

Percent, except as noted

Q35

Refused 0.1

I got a smartphone 32.5

My bank started offering the service 19.8

There is no bank branch or ATM near my home or work 3.5

I became comfortable with the security of mobile banking 5.7

I liked the convenience of mobile banking 34.6

To receive fraud alerts or check my account for fraudulent
transactions 0.9*

Other (please specify): 3.1

Number of respondents 829

* Fewer than 10 responses were received for this option.
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Table C.34. Have you made a mobile payment in the past
12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q36

Refused 0.7

Yes 21.7

No 77.6

Number of respondents 2,603

Table C.35. Using your mobile phone, have you done each of
the following in the past 12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q37

No/refused to all 64.5

Transferred money directly to another
person’s bank or other financial
account within the United States (e.g.,
Paypal account) 10.8

Send a remittance (used to send money
to relatives or friends living outside
the U.S through WesternUnion, USPS
SureMoney, etc.) 2.2

Received money from another person’s
bank or other financial account (e.g.,
Paypal account) 9.9

Paid for a product or service at a store
(including at gas pumps and for
restaurant meals) 12.9

Paid for parking, a taxi, or public transit
using an app 4.8

Paid bills online through a mobile web
browser or app 19.7

Made a payment using a text message
(including charitable donation by text
message) 2.8

Used an app to receive loyalty or reward
points 12.0

Made an online or in-app purchase (e.g.,
from amazon.com or bestbuy.com) 20.9

Number of respondents 2,603

Note: This question was asked of those with a mobile phone and includes those
who did not identify themselves as having used mobile payments in the previous
12 months.

Table C.36. In the past month, about how many times have
you used your mobile phone to make any type of mobile
payment? If none please enter “0”.

Q38

Refused (percent) 1.6

Total respondents with zero uses (percent) 26.6

Mean number of uses (at least one use) 4.9

Median number of uses (at least one use) 3.0

Number of respondents 455

Table C.37. When you have used your mobile phone to pay
for something at a store in the past 12 months, have you
used your phone in each of these different ways?

Percent, except as noted

Q39

No/refused to all 57.8

Waved or tapped my mobile phone to pay at check out (e.g.,
Google Wallet or Apple Pay) 11.6

Scanned a barcode or QR code using your mobile phone to
make a mobile payment (e.g., Starbucks app) 28.6

Used a mobile app that doesn’t require tapping the phone to
pay at check out or scanning a barcode to pay for a
purchase (e.g., Square Wallet) 18.6

Other 1.7

Number of respondents 283

Table C.38. In the past month, about how many times have
you used your mobile phone to pay for a product or service
at a store? If none please enter “0”.

Q40

Refused (percent) 12.0

Total respondents with zero uses (percent) 50.1

Mean number of uses (at least one use) 4.7

Median number of uses (at least one use) 3.0

Number of respondents 283
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Table C.39. When making mobile payments, which of the
following payment methods do you use?

Percent, except as noted

Q41

Refused 2.0

Credit card 51.2

Debit card 55.0

Prepaid debit card 7.6

Bank account 40.7

Charge to your phone bill 4.2

Account at a non-financial institution (e.g., PayPal) 15.4

Other 3.1

Number of respondents 455

Table C.40. Have you used any of the following mobile
payment services in the past 12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q42

Refused 42.3

Starbucks mobile payments 10.9

Google Wallet 9.0

Square Wallet 1.6*

Apple Pay 4.9

Deluxe eCheck 0.9*

Amazon Firefly 2.9*

CardNav 1.1*

PayPal 43.1

LevelUp 0.8*

Dwolla 0.0

Softcard 0.6*

Tabbedout 0.0

Number of respondents 428

* Fewer than 10 responses were received for this option.

Table C.41. When did you start using mobile payments?

Percent, except as noted

Q43

Refused 2.5

In the last 6 months 15.9

6 to 12 months ago 13.1

1 to 2 years ago 20.9

More than 2 years ago 25.6

I don’t remember 21.9

Number of respondents 455

Table C.42. What was the main reason why you started
using mobile payments when you did?

Percent, except as noted

Q44

Refused 4.5

I got a smartphone 33.7

The ability to make mobile payments
became available 15.5

I became comfortable with the security
of mobile payments 8.7

I liked the convenience of mobile
payments 29.1

A store I visit started offering the service 2.3

To take advantage of loyalty or rewards
points and discounts 2.6

Other (please specify): 3.5

Number of respondents 455

Table C.43. Please tell us if each of the reasons below are
why you do not use mobile banking.

Percent, except as noted

Q45

No/refused to all 4.8

I’m concerned about the security of mobile banking 62.1

My banking needs are being met without mobile banking 85.8

I don’t see any reason to use mobile banking 73.0

The mobile phone screen is too small 39.4

I don’t have a smartphone 32.3

My bank charges a fee for using mobile banking 6.5

I don’t do the banking in my household 12.5

I don’t trust the technology 34.3

It’s too difficult to use mobile banking 19.9

Number of respondents 945

March 2015 59



Table C.44. You mentioned that security was one of your
top concerns with mobile banking; which one of the
following security aspects are you most concerned with?

Percent, except as noted

Q46

Refused 0.5

My phone getting hacked 17.1

Someone using my phone without permission to access my
account 4.1

Someone intercepting my data 22.3

Losing my phone or having my phone stolen 8.9

Malware or viruses being installed on my phone 1.8

Companies misusing my personal information 2.0*

All of the above 42.9

Other (please specify): 0.4*

Number of respondents 600

* Fewer than 10 responses were received for this option.

Table C.45. Assuming that the concerns that you have
about using mobile banking were addressed, would you be
interested in doing any of the following activities with your
mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Q47

Refused 0.5

Download your bank's mobile banking app 21.3

Check an account balance or check recent transactions 32.2

Make bill payments using your bank’s online banking website
or app 14.9

Receive alerts (e.g., text message, push notification, or e-mail)
from your bank 19.3

Deposit a check electronically using your mobile phone
camera 17.4

Transfer money between your bank accounts 20.3

Transfer money from your bank account to another person 11.3

Locate the closest in-network ATM or branch for your bank 18.2

None, I don't want to use mobile banking 59.2

Number of respondents 945

Table C.46. You mentioned that your bank does not offer
mobile banking or you are not sure if your bank offers it. If
your bank or credit union were to offer mobile banking,
would you be interested in doing any of the following
activities with your mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Q48

Refused 0.3

Download your bank's mobile banking app 8.1

Check an account balance or check recent transactions 15.0

Make bill payments using your bank’s online banking website
or app 6.2

Receive alerts (e.g., text message, push notification, or e-mail)
from your bank 7.1

Deposit a check electronically using your mobile phone
camera 6.7

Transfer money between your bank accounts 6.6

Transfer money from your bank account to another person 3.4

Locate the closest in-network ATM or branch for your bank 6.9

None, I don't want to use mobile banking 79.0

Number of respondents 650

Table C.47. Please tell us if any of the reasons below are
why you do not use mobile payments.

Percent, except as noted

Q49

No/refused to all 8.4

I’m concerned about the security of mobile payments 59.4

It’s easier to pay with cash or a credit/debit card 75.3

I don’t see any benefit from using mobile payments 59.4

The places I shop don’t accept mobile payments 23.2

I don’t have the necessary feature on my phone 37.0

I don’t trust the technology 41.0

It’s difficult or time consuming to set up or use
mobile payments 31.0

I don’t need to make any payments or someone else pays
the bills 23.4

I don’t really understand all the different mobile
payment options 31.2

Number of respondents 2,137
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Table C.48. You mentioned that security was one of your
top concerns with mobile payments; which one of these
security aspects are you most concerned with?

Percent, except as noted

Q50

Refused 0.2

My phone getting hacked 13.1

Someone intercepting my payment information or other data 20.7

Losing my phone or having my phone stolen 10.0

Malware or viruses being installed on my phone 1.7

Companies misusing my personal information 2.7

All of the above 51.0

Other (please specify): 0.6*

Number of respondents 1,286

* Fewer than 10 responses were received for this option.

Table C.49. Assuming that the reason(s) why you do not
currently use mobile payments was addressed, would you
be interested in doing any of the following activities with
your mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Q51

Refused 1.0

Making payments to another person (e.g., friend, relative,
babysitter) within the United States 11.2

Transferring money to someone in another country 4.3

Using my mobile phone to pay for purchases at a store 17.7

Paying for parking, a taxi, or public transit using an app 12.3

Paying bills online through a mobiel web browser or app 15.0

Using your mobile phone as a “virtual wallet” to replace some
cards in your wallet 12.5

Making an online or in-app purchase (e.g., from amazon.com
or bestbuy.com) 14.7

Receiving money from another person’s bank or other financial
account (e.g., Paypal account) 11.6

Receiving/using coupons and/or reward points on your phone 19.8

None, I don't want to use mobile payments 65.5

Number of respondents 2,137

Table C.50. You indicated that you have not made a mobile
payment in a store in the last 12 months. Do you plan to
use your mobile phone to make a payment in a store in the
next 12 months?

Percent, except as noted

Q52

Refused 0.2

Definitely will use 3.6

Probably will use 11.2

Probably will not use 37.7

Definitely will not use 47.2

Number of respondents 2,300

Table C.51. How safe do you believe people’s personal
information is when they use mobile banking?

Percent, except as noted

Q53

Refused 0.9

Very safe 6.7

Somewhat safe 33.6

Somewhat unsafe 24.7

Very unsafe 19.0

Don’t know 15.1

Number of respondents 2,603

Table C.52. How safe do you believe people’s personal
information is when they use a mobile phone to pay for a
purchase at a store?

Percent, except as noted

Q54

Refused 0.9

Very safe 5.2

Somewhat safe 29.7

Somewhat unsafe 27.8

Very unsafe 21.0

Don’t know 15.4

Number of respondents 2,603

Table C.53. Would you like to or do you already use your
mobile phone for any of the following purposes?

Percent, except as noted

Q55 Refused
I already

do
I would
like to

I am
unlikely

to

Track your finances, purchases
or expenses 1.0 28.5 13.2 57.2

Organize, track and store gift
cards, memberships, loyalty
and reward points 1.2 13.3 19.3 66.3

Compare prices when shopping 1.2 29.7 24.3 44.8

Receive and manage discount
offers and coupons 1.1 23.0 25.5 50.3

Receive offers and promotions
based on your location 1.2 17.5 23.8 57.5

Number of respondents 2,603
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Table C.54. I am willing to allow my mobile phone to
provide my location to companies I shop with regularly so
that they can offer me discounts, promotions, or services
based on where I am.

Percent, except as noted

Q56

Refused 1.1

Strongly agree 6.2

Agree 33.5

Disagree 32.9

Strongly disagree 26.4

Number of respondents 1,775

Table C.55. I am willing to allow my mobile phone to
provide personal information such as my sex, age, friends,
and shopping history to companies I shop with regularly so
that they can offer me targeted discounts, promotions,
or services.

Percent, except as noted

Q57

Refused 1.0

Strongly agree 3.4

Agree 19.4

Disagree 37.0

Strongly disagree 39.3

Number of respondents 1,775

Table C.56. Have you ever used your mobile phone to
comparison shop over the Internet while at a retail store?

Percent, except as noted

Q58

Refused 0.9

Yes 46.5

No 52.6

Number of respondents 1,775

Table C.57. Have you ever used a barcode scanning app on
your mobile phone while shopping at a retail store to find
the best price for an item?

Percent, except as noted

Q59

Refused 0.8

Yes 32.8

No 66.4

Number of respondents 1,775

Table C.58. Has using your mobile phone to compare prices
while you were shopping at a retail store ever changed
where you made your purchase?

Percent, except as noted

Q61

Refused 0.4

Yes 68.6

No 31.0

Number of respondents 894

Table C.59. Have you ever scanned a QR code (similar to a
barcode) in a retail store, newspaper, magazine, or
billboard advertisement to obtain information about a
product on your mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Q60

Refused 1.2

Yes 30.8

No 68.0

Number of respondents 1,775

Table C.60. Have you ever used your mobile phone to
browse product reviews or get product information while
shopping at a retail store? This could be done by, for
example, googling the product on your mobile browser or
scanning a QR code.

Percent, except as noted

Q62

Refused 1.4

Yes 42.2

No 56.5

Number of respondents 1,775

Table C.61. Has reading product reviews on your mobile
phone while shopping at a retail store ever changed which
item you ended up purchasing?

Percent, except as noted

Q63

Refused 0.1

Yes 78.7

No 21.3

Number of respondents 712
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Table C.62. In the past 12 months, have you used your
mobile phone to check your account balance or available
credit before making a large purchase?

Percent, except as noted

Q64

Refused 0.2

Yes 63.4

No 36.4

Number of respondents 798

Table C.63. Thinking of the most recent time that you
checked your account balance or available credit before
making a large purchase, did you decide not to buy that
particular item because of the amount of money left in your
account or the amount of your available credit?

Percent, except as noted

Q65

Refused 0.7

Yes 53.1

No 46.2

Number of respondents 462

Table C.64. You previously mentioned that you receive text
message, push notification, or e-mail alerts from your
financial institution. Do you receive each of the following
kinds of alerts?

Percent, except as noted

Q66

Refused 1.9

Low balance 42.4

Payment due 32.8

Saving reminders 4.6

Fraud 32.2

Credit card balance 14.7

Deposit or withdrawal 36.7

Statement available notification 39.7

Other 7.1

Number of respondents 629

Table C.65. Thinking of the most recent low-balance alert
you received, which of the following actions did you take
after receiving the alert?

Percent, except as noted

Q67

Refused 0.2

Transferred money into the account with the low balance
from another account 41.0

Deposited money into the account with the low balance 29.7

Reduced my spending 28.2

None of the above 20.2

Number of respondents 256
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Summary Statistics for Demographics

Table C.66. Summary statistics for demographics:
Full sample

Weighted Unweighted

Mean
Standard
deviation

Mean
Standard
deviation

Age 47.0650 17.2240 52.3371 16.9816

Male 0.4824 0.4998 0.5183 0.4998

Female 0.5176 0.4998 0.4817 0.4998

18–29 0.2140 0.4102 0.1323 0.3389

30–44 0.2532 0.4349 0.1993 0.3996

45–60 0.2684 0.4432 0.2882 0.4530

Ages over 60 0.2644 0.4411 0.3802 0.4855

Less than high school 0.1237 0.3293 0.0646 0.2459

High school degree 0.2963 0.4567 0.2745 0.4464

Some college 0.2874 0.4526 0.2868 0.4524

Bachelor’s degree or higher 0.2925 0.4550 0.3740 0.4840

White, non-Hispanic 0.6552 0.4754 0.7665 0.4231

Black, non-Hispanic 0.1153 0.3195 0.0800 0.2713

Other, non-Hispanic 0.0777 0.2677 0.0687 0.2530

Hispanic 0.1518 0.3589 0.0848 0.2786

2 or more races, non-Hispanic 0.0128 0.1123 0.0294 0.1690

Less than $25,000 0.2164 0.4119 0.1590 0.3657

$25,000–$39,999 0.1543 0.3613 0.1398 0.3469

$40,000–$74,999 0.1651 0.3713 0.1689 0.3747

$75,000–$99,999 0.2306 0.4213 0.2537 0.4352

Greater than $100,000 0.2335 0.4231 0.2786 0.4484

Married 0.5105 0.5000 0.5959 0.4908

Not married 0.4895 0.5000 0.4041 0.4908

Metropolitan 0.8439 0.3630 0.8373 0.3692

Northeast 0.1821 0.3860 0.1867 0.3897

Midwest 0.2135 0.4098 0.2284 0.4199

South 0.3707 0.4831 0.3600 0.4801

West 0.2337 0.4233 0.2250 0.4176

Employed 0.5664 0.4957 0.5525 0.4973

Unemployed, in labor force 0.0850 0.2789 0.0547 0.2274

Not in labor force 0.3487 0.4766 0.3928 0.4885

Observations 2,925

Table C.67. Summary statistics for demographics: All
mobile phone users (feature and smartphone)

Weighted Unweighted

Mean
Standard
deviation

Mean
Standard
deviation

Age 46.1954 16.9504 51.6815 16.8657

Male 0.4818 0.4998 0.5167 0.4998

Female 0.5182 0.4998 0.4833 0.4998

18–29 0.2226 0.4161 0.1364 0.3433

30–44 0.2656 0.4417 0.2098 0.4072

45–60 0.2692 0.4436 0.2908 0.4542

Ages over 60 0.2426 0.4287 0.3630 0.4810

Less than high school 0.1059 0.3078 0.0553 0.2286

High school degree 0.2838 0.4509 0.2620 0.4398

Some college 0.2945 0.4559 0.2897 0.4537

Bachelor’s degree or higher 0.3158 0.4649 0.3930 0.4885

White, non-Hispanic 0.6664 0.4716 0.7722 0.4195

Black, non-Hispanic 0.1096 0.3125 0.0772 0.2670

Other, non-Hispanic 0.0747 0.2630 0.0676 0.2511

Hispanic 0.1492 0.3563 0.0830 0.2759

2 or more races, non-Hispanic 0.0108 0.1033 0.0288 0.1673

Less than $25,000 0.1839 0.3875 0.1348 0.3416

$25,000—$39,999 0.1499 0.3570 0.1348 0.3416

$40,000–$74,999 0.1697 0.3754 0.1690 0.3749

$75,000–$99,999 0.2408 0.4277 0.2647 0.4413

Greater than $100,000 0.2556 0.4363 0.2966 0.4568

Married 0.5300 0.4992 0.6135 0.4870

Not married 0.4700 0.4992 0.3865 0.4870

Metropolitan 0.8530 0.3542 0.8444 0.3625

Northeast 0.1898 0.3922 0.1894 0.3919

Midwest 0.2034 0.4026 0.2197 0.4142

South 0.3731 0.4837 0.3665 0.4819

West 0.2337 0.4232 0.2244 0.4172

Employed 0.6114 0.4875 0.5843 0.4929

Unemployed, in labor force 0.0782 0.2685 0.0515 0.2210

Not in labor force 0.3105 0.4628 0.3642 0.4813

Observations 2,603
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Table C.68. Summary statistics for demographics:
Smartphone users

Weighted Unweighted

Mean
Standard
deviation

Mean
Standard
deviation

Age 42.4617 15.4502 47.8068 16.0438

Male 0.4865 0.5000 0.5217 0.4997

Female 0.5135 0.5000 0.4783 0.4997

18–29 0.2652 0.4416 0.1707 0.3764

30–44 0.3223 0.4675 0.2642 0.4410

45–60 0.2531 0.4349 0.3020 0.4592

Ages over 60 0.1593 0.3661 0.2631 0.4404

Less than high school 0.0778 0.2679 0.0394 0.1947

High school degree 0.2611 0.4393 0.2287 0.4201

Some college 0.3023 0.4594 0.2946 0.4560

Bachelor’s degree or higher 0.3588 0.4798 0.4372 0.4962

White, non-Hispanic 0.6403 0.4801 0.7487 0.4339

Black, non-Hispanic 0.1028 0.3037 0.0761 0.2652

Other, non-Hispanic 0.0847 0.2785 0.0744 0.2624

Hispanic 0.1723 0.3777 0.1008 0.3012

2 or more races, non-Hispanic 0.0098 0.0986 0.0270 0.1623

Less than $25,000 0.1376 0.3446 0.0969 0.2959

$25,000–$39,999 0.1347 0.3415 0.1149 0.3190

$40,000–$74,999 0.1739 0.3791 0.1645 0.3708

$75,000–$99,999 0.2489 0.4325 0.2659 0.4419

Greater than $100,000 0.3049 0.4605 0.3577 0.4795

Married 0.5431 0.4983 0.6248 0.4843

Not married 0.4569 0.4983 0.3752 0.4843

Metropolitan 0.8680 0.3386 0.8575 0.3497

Northeast 0.1836 0.3873 0.1803 0.3845

Midwest 0.1909 0.3931 0.2096 0.4071

South 0.3785 0.4851 0.3752 0.4843

West 0.2470 0.4314 0.2349 0.4241

Employed 0.6878 0.4635 0.6715 0.4698

Unemployed, in labor force 0.0803 0.2719 0.0552 0.2285

Not in labor force 0.2318 0.4221 0.2732 0.4457

Observations 1,775

Table C.69. Summary statistics for demographics: Feature
phone users

Weighted Unweighted

Mean
Standard
deviation

Mean
Standard
deviation

Age 55.4315 16.9421 60.0537 15.5039

Male 0.4695 0.4994 0.5049 0.5003

Female 0.5305 0.4994 0.4951 0.5003

18–29 0.1166 0.3211 0.0622 0.2417

30–44 0.1272 0.3333 0.0927 0.2902

45–60 0.3081 0.4620 0.2659 0.4421

Ages over 60 0.4482 0.4976 0.5793 0.4940

Less than high school 0.1762 0.3813 0.0902 0.2867

High school degree 0.3403 0.4741 0.3341 0.4720

Some college 0.2771 0.4478 0.2805 0.4495

Bachelor’s degree or higher 0.2063 0.4049 0.2951 0.4564

White, non-Hispanic 0.7274 0.4455 0.8207 0.3838

Black, non-Hispanic 0.1276 0.3338 0.0805 0.2722

Other, non-Hispanic 0.0510 0.2202 0.0537 0.2255

Hispanic 0.0939 0.2919 0.0451 0.2077

2 or more races, non-Hispanic 0.0133 0.1145 0.0329 0.1786

Less than $25,000 0.2996 0.4584 0.2183 0.4133

$25,000–$39,999 0.1870 0.3901 0.1780 0.3828

$40,000–$74,999 0.1599 0.3667 0.1780 0.3828

$75,000–$99,999 0.2183 0.4133 0.2610 0.4394

Greater than $100,000 0.1352 0.3422 0.1646 0.3711

Married 0.4994 0.5003 0.5890 0.4923

Not married 0.5006 0.5003 0.4110 0.4923

Metropolitan 0.8147 0.3888 0.8146 0.3888

Northeast 0.2039 0.4031 0.2085 0.4065

Midwest 0.2345 0.4239 0.2415 0.4282

South 0.3596 0.4802 0.3476 0.4765

West 0.2021 0.4018 0.2024 0.4021

Employed 0.4212 0.4940 0.3951 0.4892

Unemployed, in labor force 0.0736 0.2612 0.0439 0.2050

Not in labor force 0.5052 0.5003 0.5610 0.4966

Observations 820
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Cross-Tabulations for Consumers’ Use of Mobile Phones

Table C.70. Do you own or have regular access to a mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Age categories No Yes Total Number of respondents
Percentage of users

in category

18–29 9.7 90.3 100.0 387 22.3

30–44 8.9 91.1 100.0 583 26.6

45–59 12.9 87.1 100.0 843 26.9

60+ 20.3 79.7 100.0 1,112 24.3

Number of respondents 322 2,603 2,925 100.0

Table C.71. Is your mobile phone a smartphone?

Percent, except as noted

Age categories Refused No Yes Total
Number of
respondents

Percentage of users
in category

18–29 0.5 15.1 84.4 100.0 355 26.5

30–44 0.2 13.8 86.0 100.0 546 32.2

45–59 0.3 33.0 66.6 100.0 757 25.3

60+ 0.2 53.3 46.5 100.0 945 15.9

Number of respondents 8 820 1775 2,603 100.0

Table C.72. Do you own or have regular access to a mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Education No Yes Total Number of respondents
Percentage of users

in category

Less than high school 25.6 74.4 100.0 189 10.6

High school 16.9 83.1 100.0 803 28.4

Some college 11.0 89.0 100.0 839 29.5

Bachelor's degree or higher 6.3 93.7 100.0 1,094 31.6

Number of respondents 322 2,603 2,925 100.0

Table C.73. Is your mobile phone a smartphone?

Percent, except as noted

Education Refused No Yes Total
Number of
respondents

Percentage of users
in category

Less than high school 0.0 48.0 52.0 100.0 144 7.8

High school 0.2 34.6 65.2 100.0 682 26.1

Some college 0.1 27.1 72.8 100.0 754 30.2

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.6 18.8 80.5 100.0 1,023 35.9

Number of respondents 8 820 1775 2,603 100.0
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Table C.74. Do you own or have regular access to a mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Race/ethnicity No Yes Total Number of respondents
Percentage of users

in category

White, non-Hispanic 11.7 88.3 100.0 2,242 66.6

Black, non-Hispanic 17.4 82.6 100.0 234 11.0

Other, non-Hispanic 14.4 85.6 100.0 115 6.4

Hispanic 14.7 85.3 100.0 248 14.9

2+ races, non-Hispanic 26.7 73.3 100.0 86 1.1

Number of respondents 322 2,603 2,925 100.0

Table C.75. Is your mobile phone a smartphone?

Percent, except as noted

Race/ethnicity Refused No Yes Total
Number of
respondents

Percentage of users
in category

White, non-Hispanic 0.4 31.5 68.1 100.0 2,010 64.0

Black, non-Hispanic 0.0 33.6 66.4 100.0 201 10.3

Other, non-Hispanic 0.0 17.0 83.0 100.0 101 7.5

Hispanic 0.0 18.2 81.8 100.0 216 17.2

2+ races, non-Hispanic 0.0 35.5 64.5 100.0 75 1.0

Number of respondents 8 820 1,775 2,603 100.0

Table C.76. Do you own or have regular access to a mobile phone?

Percent, except as noted

Income group No Yes Total Number of respondents
Percentage of users

in category

Less than $25,000 26.2 73.8 100.0 465 18.4

$25,000–$39,999 15.6 84.4 100.0 409 15.0

$40,000–$74,999 10.7 89.3 100.0 494 17.0

$75,000–$99,999 9.3 90.7 100.0 742 24.1

Greater than $100,000 4.9 95.1 100.0 815 25.6

Number of respondents 322 2,603 2,925 100.0

Table C.77. Is your mobile phone a smartphone?

Percent, except as noted

Income group Refused No Yes Total
Number of
respondents

Percentage of users
in category

Less than $25,000 0.0 47.0 53.0 100.0 351 13.8

$25,000–$39,999 0.3 36.0 63.7 100.0 351 13.5

$40,000–$74,999 0.2 27.2 72.6 100.0 440 17.4

$75,000–$99,999 0.6 26.1 73.3 100.0 689 24.9

Greater than $100,000 0.2 15.3 84.5 100.0 772 30.5

Number of respondents 8 820 1775 2,603 100.0
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Cross-Tabulations for Consumers’ Use of Mobile Banking and
Mobile Payments

C.78.a. Cross-tabulations for consumers’ use of mobile banking by age, race, gender, education, and income: Smartphone users

Percent, except as noted

Use of mobile banking
in past 12 months

Refused No Yes Total
Number of
respondents

Percentage of
users in
category

Age categories

18–29 0.2 33.4 66.4 100.0 260 31.2

30–44 1.8 38.5 59.8 100.0 437 36.9

45–59 1.0 53.5 45.5 100.0 518 23.4

60+ 1.1 73.1 25.7 100.0 457 8.5

Number of respondents 15 859 798 1,672 100.0

Race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic 0.8 51.2 48.0 100.0 1,282 61.8

Black, non-Hispanic 0.8 43.3 55.8 100.0 117 10.1

Other, non-Hispanic 1.8 43.2 55.0 100.0 81 8.3

Hispanic 2.1 34.3 63.6 100.0 149 18.6

2+ races, non-Hispanic 0.0 38.8 61.2 100.0 43 1.1

Number of respondents 15 859 798 1,672 100.0

Gender

Female 1.7 46.7 51.6 100.0 797 51.0

Male 0.4 47.6 52.0 100.0 875 49.0

Number of respondents 15 859 798 1,672 100.0

Education

Less than high school 2.9 55.0 42.2 100.0 53 5.0

High school 0.1 56.3 43.6 100.0 367 20.9

Some college 1.5 42.5 56.0 100.0 492 33.3

Bachelor's degree or higher 1.1 43.8 55.2 100.0 760 40.9

Number of respondents 15 859 798 1,672 100.0

Income group

Less than $25,000 1.3 40.9 57.8 100.0 138 12.2

$25,000–$39,999 0.5 52.2 47.3 100.0 188 12.1

$40,000–$74,999 0.7 42.0 57.3 100.0 279 20.1

$75,000–$99,999 1.1 47.6 51.3 100.0 453 25.4

Greater than $100,000 1.3 49.8 48.8 100.0 614 30.2

Number of respondents 15 859 798 1,672 100.0
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C.78.b. Cross-tabulations for consumers’ use of mobile payments by age, race, gender, education, and income: Smartphone
users

Percent, except as noted

Use of mobile payments
in past 12 months

Refused No Yes Total
Number of
respondents

Percentage of
users in
category

Age categories

18–29 0.6 61.8 37.6 100.0 303 35.1

30–44 1.4 64.0 34.6 100.0 469 39.3

45–59 0.4 78.8 20.8 100.0 536 18.5

60+ 0.1 87.3 12.6 100.0 467 7.1

Number of respondents 7 1,340 428 1,775 100.0

Race/ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic 0.2 75.9 23.9 100.0 1,329 53.8

Black, non-Hispanic 0.0 58.3 41.7 100.0 135 15.1

Other, non-Hispanic 2.0 73.5 24.6 100.0 84 6.5

Hispanic 2.5 58.8 38.6 100.0 179 23.4

2+ races, non-Hispanic 0.0 65.0 35.0 100.0 48 1.2

Number of respondents 7 1,340 428 1,775 100.0

Gender

Female 0.8 68.9 30.3 100.0 849 54.8

Male 0.6 73.0 26.4 100.0 926 45.2

Number of respondents 7 1,340 428 1,775 100.0

Education

Less than high school 2.6 72.7 24.7 100.0 70 6.8

High school 0.6 74.8 24.5 100.0 406 22.6

Some college 0.7 67.7 31.5 100.0 523 33.6

Bachelor's degree or higher 0.4 70.3 29.4 100.0 776 37.1

Number of respondents 7 1,340 428 1,775 100.0

Income group

Less than $25,000 1.5 65.0 33.6 100.0 172 16.3

$25,000–$39,999 0.5 67.8 31.8 100.0 204 15.1

$40,000–$74,999 0.9 69.3 29.8 100.0 292 18.2

$75,000–$99,999 0.0 70.8 29.2 100.0 472 25.6

Greater than $100,000 0.9 75.9 23.2 100.0 635 24.9

Number of respondents 7 1,340 428 1,775 100.0
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Wal-Mart takes on money transfer companies 
with new service
Thu, Apr 17 2014

By Phil Wahba

(Reuters) - Wal-Mart Stores Inc is launching a money transfer service in 
a direct challenge to the dominance of Western Union Co. and 
MoneyGram, aiming to broaden the financial services it offers to low-
income customers and increase store traffic.

Wal-Mart said on Thursday that Euronet Worldwide Inc's Ria Money 
Transfer subsidiary would begin running the service, called "Walmart-2-
Walmart," next week.

The new service, which Wal-Mart says will charge lower fees than those 
currently offered by competitors, will enable shoppers to send and 
receive cash from family members and friends at more than 4,000 U.S. 
discount stores.

Wal-Mart, which will not offer the service online or in its international stores, hopes consumers will turn around and spend 
at least some of that money at the stores.

Daniel Eckert, senior vice president of services for Walmart U.S., said Walmart-2-Walmart "challenges the status quo and 
drives down prices."

After the news, Western Union shares were down 4 percent, while those of MoneyGram International Inc, which currently 
provides such services for Wal-Mart shoppers, plummeted 15.6 percent. Euronet was up 4.4 percent.

"This significant foray casts a pall over Western Union's pricing model and long-term organic revenue growth outlook," 
Andrew Jeffrey, an analyst at SunTrust Robinson, said in a research note.

For Western Union, U.S. domestic money transfer represents about 8 percent of its total 2013 revenue.

When asked about the new Walmart service, Western Union said it was well-positioned in the business, saying it offered 
services through a network of about 46,000 agents in the United States alone.

Sterne Agee analyst Jennifer Dugan said she thought the new Walmart service would not have a significant impact on 
Western Union's market share and average pricing.

"We believe Western Union's agent locations in the U.S. are ... more convenient to the majority of those sending and 
receiving money transfers," she wrote in a research note.

LITTLE ACCESS TO BANKING SERVICES

The new service is another effort to boost finance revenues from Wal-Mart customers, many of whom have little access to 
banking services, into stores that are experiencing declining traffic.

According to a 2011 survey by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp, 8.2 percent of U.S. households are "unbanked" and 
another 20.1 percent are "underbanked," making money transfers an important personal finance tool for them.

Walmart-2-Walmart customers can transfer up to $50 for a fee of $4.50, compared with between $4.75 and $5 at rival 
services, Wal-Mart said. Transferring $900 will cost $$9.50, compared with $73 via MoneyGram.

"The bigger loser is MoneyGram as they have a bigger threat as they have 27 percent revenue that came from Walmart in 
2013," said Rahul Agarwal at Guggenheim Partners. "MoneyGram gets a quarter of their revenue through that agreement."

The Walmart service will limit customers to $900 in transfers a day; higher amounts would require the sender to provide 
much more information, adding a level of complexity that would compound costs, Eckert told Reuters, noting there will little 
demand anyway for transfers above $1,000.

Consumers can still transfer money through MoneyGram. MoneyGram also facilitates online money transfers, while 
WalMart-2-Mart will strictly transfer cash from store to store.

Western Union said its online domestic money transfer service was growing fast.

Wal-Mart has long been interested in taking a bigger piece of the financial services market. It had applied for a bank 
charter but withdrew it in 2007 after opposition from banks and labor unions.

Wal-Mart U.S. last year generated about 1 percent of annual sales from financial services such as money orders, prepaid 
cards, wire transfers, check cashing and bill payments, according to its latest annual report. The company offers those 
services at its Walmart MoneyCenter locations and customer service desks.
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Wal-Mart shares were up 0.6 percent to $77.70 in afternoon trading.

(Reporting by Phil Wahba in New York. Additional reporting by Avik Das; Editing by Paul Simao, Jilian Mincer and 
Bernadette Baum)

© Thomson Reuters 2014. All rights reserved. Users may download and print extracts of content from this website for their 
own personal and non-commercial use only. Republication or redistribution of Thomson Reuters content, including by 
framing or similar means, is expressly prohibited without the prior written consent of Thomson Reuters. Thomson Reuters 
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Make no mistake about it, things are heating up 

in the money transfer sector. After years of 

almost no innovation, two giants recently 

announced plans to get into the financial 

services game. Earlier this week, we heard news 

that Facebook will be resurrecting its payments 

ambitions with the launch of a money transfer 

4 minutes ago

Dancing Giants: At SAP, it is about trying to 
make the battleship turn faster 

BY JAMES ROBINSON 

13 minutes ago 

Yik Yak raises $1.5M 

Anonymous chat app Yik Yak has raised $1.5 
million in seed funding. Investors include Vaizra 
Investments, DCM, Azure Capital Partners, and 
others. [Source: TechCrunch]

13 minutes ago 

“No matter how you look at the case, 
[broadcasters] offer no rational reason 
for suggesting Aereo is not legal. They 
keep citing things from the sixties, and 
the copyright arguments they make 
are utterly baseless. Even the cable 
companies don’t pay for copyright 
payments — they pay retransmission 
fees. It has nothing to do with 
copyright. Trying to extend that 
copyright to corporate has never been 
done before.”

— Aereo CEO Chet Kanojia, whose company is 
making final oral arguments to the supreme 

court today
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service in Europe. Today, Walmart jumped on 

the bandwagon with the announcement of 

Walmart2Walmart, an in-store money transfer 

service set to debut on April 24th at the 

retailer’s more than 4,000 US locations.

So what gives? Why all the attention around 

money transfer?

The simple answer is money transfer is big 

business. Look no further than the $9 billion 

plus combined market caps of Western Union 

and MoneyGram –  down 5 percent and 18 

percent respectively on today’s news –  to know 

why Walmart and Facebook want in on this 

action.

Western Union generated $5.5 billion in 2013 

revenue. Combine that with MoneyGram’s 

nearly $1.5 billion in revenue during the same 

period and you’ve almost matched the $7.8 

billion top line figure generated by Facebook’s 

advertising business. It will take a few more 

zeros added to those numbers to move the 

financial needle for Walmart, but direct money 

transfer income is just one benefit of hosting 

this service.

Just as importantly, offering money transfer 

services is another way for Walmart and 

Facebook to get users to walk through their 

physical and virtual doors, respectively. This is 

as much about revenue generation as it is about 

customer loyalty and engagement. The more 

time Facebook’s users spend on its site the more 

ads they can serve. Likewise, the more reasons 

customers have to walk into a Walmart, the 

more likely they are to buy other products.

13 minutes ago 

HTC says it would buy one of Nokia’s 
plants 

HTC has said that it would consider purchasing 
one of Nokia’s plants in Chennai if it went up for 
sale. While there has been no word about 
whether the plant is to go on the market, this 
could be the case since Nokia has a slew of 
unresolved tax disputes with Indian authorities. 
[Source: Times of India]

13 minutes ago 

AT&T launches $500M venture to build 
Netflix rival 

AT&T has announced a $500 million co-venture 
with the Chernin Group to create a Netflix-like 
video streaming service. It’s still unclear what 
type of content the service is hoping to offer. 
[Source: Gigaom]

13 minutes ago 

Facebook powers 51% of social logins 

According to data from the login service Giga, 
Facebook is the leader when it comes to logging 
into services via a social account. Facebook 
powers 51 percent of these logins; Google comes 
in second with 31 percent. [Source: TechCrunch]

13 minutes ago 

Weebly raises $35M at a $455M 
valuation 

Website hosting platform Weebly has raised $35 
million in new capital, reportedly valuing the 
company at $455 million. The investment came 
from Sequoia Capital and Chinese internet 
company Tencent. [Source: Digits]
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Finally, not to be overlooked, is the power of the 

data generated by the money transfer space. 

Facebook’s entire business is based around 

knowing its users and their extended social 

graphs. More often than not, money transfers 

happen between friends and family. Mapping 

the endpoint of these transfers, not to mention 

the frequency, dollar amounts, and motivating 

factors, will give Facebook an even richer 

picture of its users that it can use to serve 

targeted ads or deliver other services.

While it’s easy to think of Walmart as an 

“atoms” rather than “bits” company, it’s among 

the most technologically sophisticated of all 

global retailers and knows more about its 

customers, their shopping habits, and their 

personal lives than most consumers realize. If 

Target knows when one of its customers is 

pregnant before even her family does, what kind 

of personal dossier do you think Walmart, at six

-and-a-half-times Target’s size, keeps on its 

customers? Make no mistake, data scientists 

working deep within the bowels of Walmart are 

licking their chops at the prospect of getting 

access to more payments data.

So with those three reasons alone, it should 

come as no shock that Facebook and Walmart 

are throwing their hats into the proverbial 

money transfer ring. Don’t be surprised to see 

other non-financial institutions follow suit. If 

the recent rise in popularity of bitcoin has 

proven one thing, it’s that consumers are 

looking for better and easier ways to manage 

their finances outside the existing banking 

system.

13 minutes ago 

Reddit removes /r/Technology from 
frontpage after censorship scandal 

Last week a Reddit user exposed that the 
moderators of the ‘technology’ subreddit had 
effectively banned articles that used terms such 
as ‘National Security Agency’, ‘Bitcoin’, ‘Net 
Neutrality’, ‘Snowden’, ‘GCHQ’, and even 
‘startup’. Yesterday the “Front Page of the 
Internet” removed / r/ Technology from its own 
front page menus. It’s a continuation of a theme 
for Reddit– last year a similar censorship scandal 
affected the / r/ Politics subreddit, raising serious 
concerns over transparency and the social nature 
of the news site.

[Source: BBC ]

 

 

13 minutes ago 

Ukrainian militia captures Vice reporter 

Vice journalist Simon Ostrovsky, who has been 
covering the Ukraine since early March, has 
been taken by a militia in the city of Solviansk. 
The leader of this group Vachislav Ponomaryov 
has admitted to having the reporter “in custody.” 
Vice has tweeted that it is aware of the situation 
and working to ensure Ostrovsky’s safety. 
[Source: Mashable]

13 minutes ago 

YouTube’s product head may leave his 
post soon 

Re/ code is reporting that Shishir Mehrotra, 
YouTube’s head of product, may soon part ways 
with the company. While YouTube wouldn’t 
confirm the full departure, it did say that 
Mehrotra is taking on an advisory role. [Source: 
Re/ code]
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While details on Facebook’s money transfer 

system remain thin, Walmart’s fees structure is 

laid out for all to see. It will cost consumers 

$4.50 to transfer sums under $50 –  a rate of 9 

percent at the lowest end –  and $9.50 to 

transfer any sum between $50 and $900 –  1.05 

to 19 percent. It’s not the highway robbery of the 

legacy services which can cost $50 or more to 

transfer a few hundred bucks, but it’s not 

exactly pennies either.

It seems like there’s still more room for these 

fees to fall, should a disruptor like Coinbase or 

Venmo decide to take on the category. 

Furthermore, Walmart doesn’t yet allow 

international transfers, and Facebook’s service 

has no US component, meaning that the 

remittance market, which represents an 

enormous portion of the money transfer sector, 

is not yet affected.

Given the financial opportunity at stake, expect 

the battle for money transfer dominance to turn 

into a long and ugly bloodbath. It won’t just be 

the old guard of Western Union and 

MoneyGram versus the new guard of Walmart 

and Facebook either. Traditional banking 

companies and alternative payment networks 

like PayNearMe, Dwolla, and others surely have 

an eye on this market.

The good news is that with more competition, 

prices are sure to come down and service is 

bound to improve, making this a win for 

consumers. The bad news, however, is that the 

new market entrants want more than your 

money transfer commissions. They want your 

data, your attention, and the rest of your 

about an hour ago

“Everything you need to know about X.” 
Why explaining the news is harder than it 
looks 

BY DAVID HOLMES 

about an hour ago

Ad platform Decisive thinks transparency 
makes for better mobile ads 

BY CALE GUTHRIE WEISSMAN 

Vault of Satoshi opens up to avoid the next 
Mt Gox 
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shopping business. Buckle up, this contest is 

just getting started.

[ Im age via Propm oney ]

Michael Carney
Michael Carney has spent 
his career exploring the 
world of early stage 
technology as an investor 

and entrepreneur and has participated in 
building companies in multiple countries 
within North and South America and Asia. 
Ultimately, he is an enthusiast of all things 
shiny and electronic and is inspired by those 
who build businesses and regularly tackle 
difficult problems. You can follow Michael on 
Twitter @mcarney. 

12

153

170Like 170Share

Tweet 133

Newest | Oldest | Top Comments

margsview 4 days ago

Sign in 17 people listening

 

Realizing the more compromised motives of Facebook and 
Walmart, also invites the actions and outcomes of our 'too 
big to fail' banks to be put in clearer perspective.  As author 
and ex-banker (former Goldman Sachs managing director) 
Nomi Prins outlines in his book, 'All the Presidents' 
Bankers' "The Hidden Alliances That Drive American 
Power"., stated; "We are in great danger".  To paraphrase 

about 3 hours agoBY MICHAEL CARNEY 

about 4 hours ago

Dancing Giants: Samsung’s $1B Open 
Innovation Center 

BY ADAM L. PENENBERG 

about 5 hours ago

Dry Drunk: Much mocked Palchohol 
follows classic Valley disruptor playbook 

BY DAN RAILE 

2 comments
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The Week in Review

WmBerlin 4 days ago

Prins, who describes the historical basis of how the banks 
have used  power to influence not only domestic affairs but 
foreign affairs, which, in the manipulation of events, led the 
US in and out of wars, as profits indicated.  It seems, it now 
rest on the devils you know and how the laws enable them 
to again,  misuse their customers or how new money 
changers can be made to be far more competitive, given 
the number of viable competitors.  Maybe, the public should 
try for once to be pro-active on one end, to later wait for a 
variety of like companies, one of which might actually 
service their real needs, as opposed to ones with 
questionable outcomes (usually set up only for their gains). 
Please note that Nomi Prins is currently a member of Sen. 
Bernie Sanders, of the Federal Reserve Advisory Council. 
Although it seems to be repeating the obvious, no average 
person would want to be blind-sided again by their 
government or their personal bank, (that just happened to 
be 'too big to fail').   

Like Reply

No mention of privacy issues concerning Facebook and 
Walmart nor Facebook's more than likely ongoing NSA 
Facebook partnership ?

Like Reply

about 6 hours ago

What worries me about the Jason Padgett 
story 

BY TIM WORSTALL 

about 7 hours ago

They may be called “public” pensions, but 
you’re not allowed to see what they’re 
doing 

BY DAVID SIROTA 

Video: Two-thirds of California is still in 
historically bad drought conditions. Why? 
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about 8 hours agoBY DAVID HOLMES 

about 21 hours ago

The Internet of Udders: Vital Herd wants to 
put chips in cows, save farmers billions of 
dollars 

BY JAMES ROBINSON 

about 21 hours ago 

Netflix to raise prices after solid first 
quarter 

According to CEO Reed Hastings Q1 letter to 
shareholders, Netflix will increase its monthly 
subscription price by a $1 or $2 for new users 
sometime this quarter. Hastings stressed that 
existing Netflix subscribers will be 
grandfathered at the current $7.99/ month rate 
for “a generous period of time.” The company 
also recorded $53.1 net income on $1.3 billion in 
revenues for the first quarter.
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about 21 hours ago

San Francisco’s handling of 420 
celebrations passes the smell test 

BY DAN RAILE 

about 22 hours ago 

GitHub president Tom Preston-Werner 
resigns 

GitHub co-founder and president Tom Preston-
Werner has resigned following an investigation 
into allegations of misconduct by him and his 
wife, the company announced on its blog today.

[Source: GitHub]

about 23 hours ago

The Airbnb/New York spat is coming to a 
head 

BY CALE GUTHRIE WEISSMAN 
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Forrester: U.S. mobile payments to nearly triple in five years
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A terminal at a Whole Foods Market displays the Apple Pay logo. 

SAN FRANCISCO (MarketWatch) — The advent of services such as Apple Inc.’s Apple Pay, and a growing search for better 

security offerings, are expected to dominate a mobile-payments market in the U.S. that Forrester Research says will nearly 

triple in the next five years.

A new report Monday on the evolution of mobile payments in the U.S. from Forrester analyst Denee Carrington estimates that 

U.S. consumers will make $52 billion in mobile payments this year, and that amount will surge to $142 billion by the end of 

2019. Carrington said that what is currently the smallest category of mobile payments, those done in person, “hold[s] the 

greatest growth potential” as grocery stores and restaurants are seen as taking the lead on accepting and promoting new 

mobile-payment options.

Such in-person payments are those done using a mobile handset at a retail point-of-sale station. Carrington forecasts in-person 

mobile payments of $3.74 billion in the U.S. in 2014 will trail the $5.26 billion expected from peer-to-peer transfers, and $42.56 

billion from remote payments. However, in-person payments are expected to grow faster than the other two payment areas, 

and show a compounded annual growth rate of 56%, to hit $34.2 billion in five years.

“The category is marked by tremendous investments and experimentation,” said Carrington, who noted that coffee-retailing 

giant Starbucks SBUX, +0.32%  currently provides the best example of the potential for in-person mobile payments to succeed, 

as the company already counts 16% of its U.S. transactions coming from mobile-payment options.

Remote payments are seen as remaining the biggest area of all mobile-payment options, with such transactions expected to 

rise to $90.7 billion in five years, while peer-to-peer transfers are forecast to grow to $16.8 billion by the end of 2019.

Carrington said fears about complexity of systems and security have impacted consumers’ willingness to pay for items via their 

smartphones on a consistent basis. Additionally, businesses are just beginning to really get on board with the concept due to “a 

highly fragmented market, and solutions that delivered limited merchant value to offset the barriers to acceptance.”

Carrington said the launch of Apple’s AAPL, -0.69%  Apple Pay offering with the iPhone 6 should provided a step in the right 

direction both for merchants and consumers, due to Apple’s use of what is called “tokenization” technology. Apple claims that 

tokenization is more secure than prior mobile-payment technologies because it doesn’t store any of a consumers usable 

payment data with a merchant during a payment transaction.

“In the coming year, we expect to see a much greater use of tokenization across a broader range of payment experiences and 

channels such as in-store, in-app, and even more widely with online payments,” Carrington said.

+0.25 +0.32% -0.80 -0.69% 
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Rex Crum is a technology reporter for MarketWatch in San 

Francisco. Follow him on Twitter @mktwcrum. 
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2 days agoMaxander D10

It looks like investors investing in Apple & keep finding out any xyz reason to retain or hold the Apple stocks would have to shift their focus as Apple 

the smartphone maker to as Apple an online payment service provider;))))

2 days agoMichael Gonzales

Many actually prefer using NFC on on their Android phones to make payments even swifter and more secure than Apple.

2 days agoMalcolm Manness

There is a really good description of the tokenization process here:

http://jmmxtech.wordpress.com/2014/09/25/understanding-tokens-digging-deeper/
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